A Fabric Unravelled: The Rise of Party Politics in York, England, 1679-88 by McGuffee, Vernon A.
Eastern Illinois University
The Keep
Masters Theses Student Theses & Publications
1994
A Fabric Unravelled: The Rise of Party Politics in
York, England, 1679-88
Vernon A. McGuffee
This research is a product of the graduate program in History at Eastern Illinois University. Find out more
about the program.
This is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Theses & Publications at The Keep. It has been accepted for inclusion in Masters Theses
by an authorized administrator of The Keep. For more information, please contact tabruns@eiu.edu.
Recommended Citation
McGuffee, Vernon A., "A Fabric Unravelled: The Rise of Party Politics in York, England, 1679-88" (1994). Masters Theses. 2035.
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/theses/2035
THESIS REPRODUCTION CERTIFICATE 
TO: Graduate Degree Candidates (who have written formal theses) 
SUBJECT: Permission to Reproduce Theses 
The University Library is rece1v1ng a number of requests from other institutions 
asking permission to reproduce dissertations for inclusion in their library 
holdings. Although no copyright laws are involved, we feel that professional 
courtesy demands that permission be obtained from the author before we allow 
theses to be copied. 
PLEASE SIGN ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS: 
Booth Library of Eastern Illinois University has my permission to lend my 
thesis to a reputable college or university for the purpose of copying it for 
inclusion in that institution's library or research holdings. 
-----~4 Date 
I respectfully request Booth Library of Eastern Illinois University not allow 
my thesis to be reproduced because: 
Author Date 
-A F~bric Unra:v:elled: 
The Rise of Party Politics in York, England, 1679 88 
(TITLE) 
BY 
Vernon A. McGuffee 
THESIS 
SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE DEGREE OF 
Master of Arts in History 
IN THE GRADUATE SCHOOL, EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
CHARLESTON, ILLINOIS 
1994 
YEAR 
I HEREBY RECOMMEND THIS THESIS BE ACCEPTED AS FULFILLING 
THIS PART OF THE GRADUATE DEGREE CITED ABOVE 
- ,/) 
S cl~- /?IS-/DATE 
EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
A FABRIC UNRAVELLED: 
THE RISE OF PARTY POLITICS IN YORK, ENGLAND, 1679-88 
A THESIS SUBMITTED TO 
THE FACULTY OF THE HISTORY DEPARTMENT 
IN CANDIDACY FOR THE DEGREE OF 
MASTER OF HISTORY 
DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY 
BY 
VERNON A. MCGUFFEE 
CHARLESTON, I L 
31 DECEMBER 1994 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS i 
ABSTRACT . iii 
INTRODUCTION: STUART PARTY HISTORIOGRAPHY 1 
i. 
ii. 
iii. 
Historiography 
Why Study York? 
Background 
1 
7 
8 
1. YORK PARTY IDEOLOGY 12 
i. Whig Ideology 13 
a. A Horizontal View of Society 13 
b. Anti-Catholicism without Passive 
Obedience 16 
c. The Attraction of National Issues 17 
d. Nonconformist Magistracy 20 
ii. Tory Ideology 22 
a. A Vertical View of the Social 
Hierarchy 22 
b. Divine Right 23 
c. Obedience and Deference 26 
d. Paternalism 28 
e. The Significance of the Church of 
England 29 
f. Legalism and the Protection of God's 
Society 32 
2. YORK PARTY ORGANIZATION 36 
i. Whig Organization 37 
a. Opposition Leaders 37 
b. Whig Influence 40 
c. The Petition Campaign 41 
d. Popular Whiggism 43 
ii. Tory Organization 46 
a. Role of the Center 46 
b. Important Clients 47 
c. Internal Conflicts 49 
d. "Making an Interest": A Whig/Tory 
Union? 51 
e. Popular Toryism . 55 
f. The Organized Crackdown on the 
Whigs 58 
3. ABSOLUTISM, CATHOLICISM, AND THE REVOLUTION 
CONCLUSION 
i. Quo Warranto and the Fall of the 
Whigs 
a. Fear of Quo Warranto and the 
Whigs 
b. The Threat to York's Charter and 
the Rise of the Moderates 
c. The Revokation of York's Charter 
ii. The Garrison and a Continued 
"Atmosphere of Crisis" 
a. Town/Garrison Conflict 
b. Fears of Insurrection 
c. Rioting and Violence 
iii. Catholicism and the Collapse of Tory 
Unity 
a. Political Alienation of the 
Tories 
b. Resurgence of the Whigs 
c. Tory Ideological Divide 
d. Decline in Passive Obedience 
e. Revolution Against a Popish Lord 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
65 
66 
69 
71 
72 
74 
75 
75 
77 
82 
83 
86 
88 
90 
93 
95 
98 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
Although writing history is not necessarily easy, sufficiently thanking those 
who have stood at your side while you do it is definitely hard. A measly little 
acknowledgements page is hardly enough to tell all, but it is a start. 
First and foremost, Newton Key (my mentor) has taught me what it means to 
"do history" rather than just to read it. In fact, it was his teaching that inspired me 
to go on for my Master's degree and to write this thesis. It was his annoying little 
green pen and its scathing comments that taught me how to write. And it was his 
aid and advice that enabled me to study York like I have. 
If Newton taught me how to do history, Anita Shelton taught me how not to 
do it, making me aware of assumptions and traps historians often fall into. But most 
of all, I have to thank her for her undying support, even when others would believe 
that I was "in over my head." And I must admit that, at times, it seemed that her 
faith in me was stronger than my own. 
Two others at Eastern have been a great influence and help in my endeavor. 
My interest in intellectual history stems primarily from my interactions with John 
McElligott, affectionately known to his students as "The Cardinal." And Martin 
Hardeman allowed me free rein of his office in the wee hours of the night that gave 
me the privacy I needed to complete this task. 
Outside of Eastern, the staff in the Rare Books Room at the University of 
Illinois in Champaign came through for me when I needed it. My parents have done 
i 
I 
a lot for me. Financially and emotionally, they have supported me when I needed 
it. And to my old roommates from 406 Buchanan (my other family), I have to say 
thank you for putting up with me while I did this. 
To those I have mentioned and those I have not, for what you have done for 
me, I can never repay you (but, Newton, that does not mean you do not have to 
repay the dollar you borrowed from me for the pop machine). 
ii 
ABSTRACT 
Many historians are engaged in a debate over whether party politics emerged 
in England before 1688. Perhaps the most prominent current conflict is between 
Jonathan Scott and Tim Harris. Scott believes that, despite ideological foundations, 
political parties could not exist before 1688 because of their lack of organization. 
Harris, on the other hand, argues that parties were indeed organized, and this 
organization revolved primarily around religion. Harris charges historians to examine 
the political structures of the localities to help resolve the debate. This thesis does 
just that. It looks at England's second city, York, from 1679-88 and addresses the 
question of the existence of "parties" by studying the city's politics. In effect, it asks 
the questions, "what were the dominant ideological stances and organizational 
structures present?; what motivations drove York's inhabitants into political action?; 
and what were the causes of the revolution in 1688 in that city?" 
To understand the ideological divisions, studies by J. Sears McGee and David 
Underdown prove very helpful. According to both these historians, religious 
affiliation largely determined political affiliation before and during the English Civil 
Wars. Unfortunately, their research does not extend into the period of the Exclusion 
Crisis, the period J.R. Jones labels as the beginning of party politics. This study 
applies their theses to the period. Were the Whigs heir to old puritanical beliefs, and 
were the Tories heir to old Anglican beliefs? In York, this was literally the case. 
When James, the Duke of York, threatened to ascend to the throne, 
iii 
Nonconformists reacted by organizing into the Whig party. Their primary goal was 
the exclusion of a popish lord. In response, the Anglicans organized and formed the 
Tory party. The Tory party, backed by King Charles II, nearly destroyed the Whigs 
by revoking their charter. Thus, in 1685, Charles had successfully established 
absolutist rule in York. 
Once James II came to the throne, however, his ambition toward a counter-
reformation divided his loyal party. The Tories were known for their allegiance to 
Church and Crown. With the threat of a Catholic revival, they had to decide where 
their primary allegiance lay. Thus, they divided ideologically into Church Tories and 
Crown Tories. This division would bring about James's downfall. In fact, 1688 was 
the result of Church Tories, such as Danby, allying with the Whigs in the fight to 
defend their Church and Crown from James II. 
Nonconformists and Anglicans in York from 1679-88 embraced coherent 
religious ideologies-the legacy of their predecessors-and organized around them. 
In many respects, the battle they fought was not new. Indeed, the issues (and often 
the players) were the same as in the Civil War. Only the context had changed. And 
the results: political parties and revolution. 
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Introduction 
Stuart Party Historiography 
"The parties are now so stated and kept up," stated Gilbert Burnet in 1708, 
"not only by the elections of the Parliament-men, that return every third year, but 
even by the yearly elections of mayors and corporation-men, that they know their 
strength; and in every corner of the nation the two parties stand, as it were, I isted 
against one another."1 For years historians have researched diligently to discover 
the beginnings of this "rage of party." Some say the Whig and Tory parties originated 
from the Glorious Revolution, others argue for the Exclusion Crisis, and sti 11 others 
look to the rise of Danby in 1675. But regardless of the allocated starting point, most 
historians tend to examine politics at Westminster to explain party sentiments across 
the English nation. This is a mistake. This work will examine England's Second City-
York--to help understand the political atmosphere in the English cities from 1679-88. 
I will examine ideology, organization, and the extent of a populace politicized 
around bi-partisan issues. In effect, the answers to questions central to the current 
party debate (did parties exist during the Exclusion Crisis, and if so, when did they 
originate?) will become clear for the city of York. 
Currently, Jonathan Scott and Tim Harris have engaged in a bitter debate. 
Scott denies Harris's assertion that political parties existed before 1688. While not 
1Cited in Geoffrey Holmes and W.A. Speck, eds., The Divided Society: Party 
Conflict in England, 1694-1716 (London: Edward Arnold Publishers, Ltd., .1967; 
reprint, 1976), 46. 
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rejecting the existence of ideological polarization, he claims that "large scale 
institutional opposition between [parties] came later (after the restructuring of politics 
from 1689-94)."2 Indeed, according to Scott, "we have been prepared to assume the 
existence of such organization independently of any evidence for it, and important 
historiographical fact (requiring explanation) independently of the historical reality 
it obscures."3 He poses several questions for researching historians: "if there were 
parties, what were they? what ideology? what organization? what do we (and did 
they take that word to mean?"4 And he has several allies. Mark Knights, for 
example, suggests "the degree to which the opposition was constantly wel I-organised 
and regulated from the top, and to which it was consistently strong, has been 
exaggerated."5 Meanwhile, Mary K. Geiter argues even against an ideological 
solvent: "Indeed the idea of an organized Tory party based on a particular ideology 
is hard to sustain."6 The Scott "party" has indeed made it very difficult to argue for 
the existence of a bi-partisan English political culture before 1688. 
But Tim Harris does argue for pre-1688 parties. While admitting that England 
2Jonathan Scott, "Restoration Process. Or, If This Isn't a Party, We're Not Having 
a Good Time," in Albion vol. 25 no. 4, 627-8. 
4 lbid., 630. 
5Mark Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681" 
(D.Phil. Thesis, Oxford University, 1989), 417. 
6Mary K. Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," in Northern 
History XXV (1989), 179. 
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did not have a two party "system" until after 1688 (something that came about 
through frequent Parliaments), he still believes that parties existed in the reign of 
Charles 11.7 At the Restoration England proved divided, and "the clearest rift was 
over religion": Nonconformists opposed the Anglican regime. 8 "If we look at what 
happened at the local level following the dissolution of the Oxford Parliament in 
March 1681," he argues, "it is quite clear that England became bitterly divided 
between Whig and Tory groupings, that these rival groupings were often quite well 
organized, and that they arguably merit being described as parties. "9 Furthermore, 
Whigs and Tories 
recognized the existence of ideological and political polarization, and 
that many partisans existed who firmly identified their allegiance with 
one camp as opposed to another. In this sense we can talk about the 
existence not only of Whigs and Tories, but even perhaps also of Whig 
and Tory parties, although this would be adopting a fairly loose 
definition of party, in the sense of ideological allegiance. We might 
even be able to talk about the existence of parties in the more 
rigorously defined sense of organized political groupings conducting 
a coherent campaign to achieve political power in order to implement 
a publicly stated political program.10 
To resolve the issue, he challenges current historians to focus more on local rather 
than on central politics, believing that "if we look at what was going on at the local 
7Tim Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in a Divided Society, 
1660-1715 (New York: Longman, 1993), 235. 
8Tim Harris, "Party Turns? Or, Whigs and Tories Get Off Scott Free," in Albion 
vol. 25 no. 4, 586. 
91bid., 582. 
10lbid., 588-9. 
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level, and especially in the corporations during the period of the Tory Reaction, we 
do see organized parties in action." 11 
This is in fact one version of an old argument by J.R. Jones. "Party politics," 
Jones writes, "were based on local struggles between groups in the counties and 
municipalities, but the fundamental issues were national, and the leadership was 
centralized." 12 According to this scholar, the Whig party (born during the Exclusion 
Crisis) revolved around its Parliamentary Lord, Anthony Ashley Cooper, the famed 
Earl of Shaftesbury. This man, according to Jones, conducted Parliamentary business 
solely around the issue of Exclusion, effectively gathering national support for his 
program. Thus, he successfully united the Center and localities around a single 
political issue and created a political behemoth capable of sending shivers down the 
spines of King Charles II and his faithful followers.13 He further argues that the 
Exclusion Crisis divided the nation "with a bitterness and intensity unknown in the 
eighteenth century." 14 Of course, he believes that the parties of the Exclusion Crisis 
did not become permanent until later; after all, "without organization or recognized 
11 lbid., 589. 
12J.R. Jones, The Revolution of 1688 in England (New York: W.W. Norton and 
Company, Inc., 1972), 39. 
13See J.R. Jones, The First Whigs: The Politics of the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1961). 
141bid., 3. 
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leaders [the results of the Quo Warrantos], the Whigs as such ceased to exist."15 
The Tory Revanche had destroyed the opposition. Organization proved essential to 
political prosperity. 
But party, according to Harris, was primarily ideological. J. Sears McGee 
provides an analysis of Puritan/Royalist ideological divisions for the early-Stuart 
revolution that proves relevant for the revolution of 1688. He argues that differing 
contemporary understandings of sins and virtues (and the path of saving faith) offered 
each side a distinct world view-a way in which to live, to judge, and to be 
judged. 16 He emphasizes that "historians must pay attention to ideas and attitudes 
which seem to recur and drive man's thoughts and actions as they do to the place 
of those things in entire systems of thought."17 His thesis allies well with a study 
by David Underdown in which Underdown argues that Puritans and Anglicans held 
different conceptions of society. The Puritans, envisioning the supremacy of an 
identifiable elect, followed a horizontal model with only two levels: the elect and the 
reprobate. Meanwhile, the Anglicans, who followed more closely the Great Chain 
of Being, envisioned a vertical model.18 Therefore, he interprets the early-Stuart 
151bid., 8. 
16J. Sears McGee, The Godly Man in Stuart England: Anglicans, Puritans, and the 
Two Tables, 1620-1670 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976), 66. 
171bid., 13. 
18See David Underdown, Revel, Riot and Rebellion: Popular Politics and Culture 
in England, 1603-1660 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), Chapter 3. 
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conflict as based on social conceptions that "had frequent occasion to contrast: one 
stressing tradition, custom, and the co-operative, harmonious 'vertical' community; 
the other moral reformation, individualism, the ethic of work, and personal 
responsibility." 19 Unfortunately, these two historians do not apply their theses to 
the later-Stuart political scene. McGee ends his study in 1670 while Underdown 
stops in 1660. In fact, the 1680s conflict was a continuation of an earlier religious 
division and its ensuing social conceptions. The Whigs proved the heirs of 
Puritanical thought, while the Tories retained their Anglican world view. They each 
considered their social vision as divine. Therefore, just as the 1640s, the 1680s set 
the scene for the battle over divine right, not of kings, but of society. 
To examine the issues involved in the "party" debate, this thesis will focus on 
York. Very few historians have tackled the politics of this city from the Civil War to 
the Glorious Revolution. Two of those who have include Mary K. Geiter and David 
Scott. Geiter examines in depth the politicking of Sir John Reresby's governorship 
in the 1680s. As a result, she claims that an ideological coherency was necessary 
for a Tory "party"--something that did not exist. She also emphasizes the role of the 
governor as the connection between Court and city. She argues that after James 
came to power, Reresby became powerless; James had removed both his al I ied city 
"Whig" magistrates and his primary patron, Halifax. This, in turn, helped to divide 
19 lbid., 72. 
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the king from his city.20 But while Geiter denies party politics in York in the 1680s, 
David Scott argues one should look to the 1640s to find the origins of party divisions 
in the 1680s. "In York, as elsewhere," he argues, "the Civil War period saw the first 
steps towards the formation of permanent political parties and the 'divided society' 
of the Augustan era."21 A full examination of the city's politics in the 1680s is 
needed. 
York is named England's second city not for its size, but for its significance. 
It was one of the largest trading centers in the north, resting on vital cross-roads. An 
assize town and a county in itself, within its walls resided the Archbishop of York 
who presided over a diocese extending far beyond the city's limits. In this center of 
economic, strategic, and religious significance, three foci of political power should 
be emphasized: York Minster, the governor, and the civil government. The episcopal 
structure and its influence became very significant in the later-Stuart period because 
of its popular indoctrination and its effective organization during the Tory Revanche. 
The governor served as the city's link to the Crown. As the king's appointee, this 
officer often came into conflict with the York magistracy. This was unfortunate for 
Governor Sir John Reresby during the 1680s considering his desire to enter 
Parliament for the city. 
20See Mary K. Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," in 
Northern History XXV (1989). 
21 David Scott, "Politics and Government in York, 1640-1662," in R.C. 
Richardson, ed., Town and Country in the English Revolution (New York: 
Manchester University Press, 1992), 65. 
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To become a York tyt.P., one needed to gain the support of the corporation 
as well as the Court. The Corporation listed in its civil government thirteen aldermen 
(one of whom was the annual lord mayor), the "twenty-four" (ex-sheriffs), twelve 
chamberlains, and the common council composed of seventy-two freemen. The 
"twenty-four" elected the aldermen to sit for life. Between 1662-84, sixteen of the 
twenty-four serving lord mayors were merchants, thus reflecting the influence of 
economics on government. Moreover, all of the aldermen served as J.P.s and, 
therefore, presided over the Quarter Sessions. These two groups along with the 
acting sheriffs became the upper house. They held most of the power in York and 
met regularly in sessions known as the "mayor's court." The remaining groups-the 
chamberlains and the commons-comprised the lower house. Their sporadic 
summons were usually for advice or participation in municipal elections. The 
corporate charter declared that in elections, all freemen could vote. But that was not 
the case; the civil government constituted the electorate upon the needed 
occasions.22 
York's background proves significant for understanding the city's political bent 
during the Exclusion Crisis. In the early-Stuart period, Puritanism grew strong roots 
within the city that played a part in the Civil War. In fact, York's leading 
22Scott, "Politics and Government in York, 1640-1662," 47-8; Geiter, "Sir John 
Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 178; G.C.F. Forrester, "York in the 
Seventeenth Century," in P.M. Ti I Iott, ed., Victoria County History of York: The Cit>; 
of York (London: Oxford University Press, 1961 ), 176-9, 183. 
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Parliamentarians were also of Puritan stock. This set the stage for a bitter religious 
divide among York's citizens. During the Civil War, the authority of the puritanical 
aldermen grew (especially since the York Committee to replace the episcopal 
structure), and they ruled oligarchically from 1645-60. While the Parliamentarians 
ruled, popular royalism remained strong. But in 1660, despite their obvious loss in 
the Puritan experiment, the city's aldermen proved reluctant to give up their godly 
reform of the city to the rearrival of the Church of England. Their efforts were in 
vain. The issue of Parliamentary election became a key element of local politics. 
A combination of Crown intervention, and royalist gentry and freemen fervor largely 
destroyed the aldermanic power over election in the 1660s. Indeed, in 1661 the 
Crown threatened York with a Qua Warranto, but soon dropped the issue. Through 
the authority of the Corporation Act, the Court purged five aldermen and most of the 
common council. But in the attempt to rid the corporation of a powerful 
Presbyterian presence, the Court failed to remove other members of godly outlook 
such as Henry Thompson, an individual key to the events of later-Stuart politics.23 
As David Scott claims, "After the Restoration a candidate's politics often counted for 
more with the electorate than the strength of his local connections."24 But by the 
1670s, the aldermen had revived their authority, and the corporation's willingness 
to oppose Crown policy became readily apparent: from 1673-81, York earned a 
23Scott, "Politics and Government in York, 1640-1662," 52, 57-8, 61-64; 
Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 200. 
24Scott, "Politics and Government in York, 1640-1662," 62. 
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reputation for its opposition. More than likely, two events sparked this reaction to 
the Crown: exposure of Charles's pro-French foreign policy, and James's open 
acceptance of the Catholic faith. As analysis of Exclusion Crisis politics will show, 
the latter proved more important in the chaos after 1679. Thus, David Scott justly 
claims that "The political associations formed during the 1640s could not be 
eradicated and would harden again in the 1670s and the 80s; the city's Whig faction 
at the time of the Exclusion Crisis coalesced around a Parliamentary-Puritan core." 25 
In many respects, the politics of the last six years of Charles's reign continued the 
conflict from the 1640s and 1650s. But in 1679, the king faced a citizenry strongly 
politicized by the effects and memory of the Civil War. 
This thesis will apply the McGee/Underdown hypothesis to this later period 
and uphold the Harris/Jones thesis. To do so, I will directly address Scott's questions 
about party ideology and organization on the municipal level. Chapter one will 
examine the ideological divisions within the city, showing that the opposition there 
had become heir to the old puritanical world view. This view in turn brought them 
into conflict with the hierarchy-seeking Anglicans. In this struggle, the possibility of 
excluding a popish lord from the throne became the flashpoint for serious bi-partisan 
battles. In chapter two, I will then show how each group organized politically 
around its respective religious agendas, thus giving birth to two distinctive "parties." 
This thesis upholds that the Exclusion Crisis created a Whig party, and the Tory party 
25 1bid., 65. 
10 
Introduction 
formed in reaction. Chapter three, largely in narrative form, will thereafter show how 
these parties evolved from 1683-88. The Qua Warranto issued against York nearly 
destroyed the Whigs (only to be revived by James in 1687), and James's push for the 
counter-reformation ideologically divided the Tory party to bring about his eventual 
demise. 1688 will be portrayed not as a Whig, but rather a Church-Tory revolution. 
Admittedly, recent study by Scott and his following demands further research into 
central politics since a one-issue Whig party at Westminster seems unlikely. But the 
corporate politics of York between 1679 and 1688 primarily resemble that of Jones's 
works. During this period, the political fabric of York unravelled. 
11 
Chapter One 
York Party Ideology 
To argue about whether the political parties of Charles 11 and James 11 
organized around religion or political ideology is fruitless. Those who attempt to do 
so exhibit a belief that they can separate the two--an impossible task. For 
seventeenth-century Englishmen, religion shaped their world views. It was a code 
by which one lived, judged, and was to be judged. In effect, religious beliefs gave 
birth to the embryonic "ideologies" of the early Whig and Tory parties. Thereafter, 
those newborn ideologies returned the favor by strengthening the conviction of those 
who engaged in early party warfare. Before 1688, religion and ideology were 
interchangeable. For example, historians J. Sears McGee and David Underdown 
both have looked at how differing religions helped to cause a division within society 
that led England to Civil War and the ensuing first English revolution. McGee claims 
that historians should look at the emerging conflict as a religious battle based on 
opposing views of the Decalogue: while Puritans stressed the first four 
Commandments (those defining one's duty to God), Laudians emphasized the last six 
(those defining one's duty to man, which translates in this study into duty to God's 
society). 1 Underdown expands on McGee's thesis by demonstrating how 
conflicting Puritan and Laudian cultures based on differing views of society 
1J. Sears McGee, The Godly Man in Stuart England: Anglicans, Puritans, and the 
Two Tables, 1620-1670 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976), IX. 
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contributed to the outbreak of the Civil War.2 Both of these historians prove how 
religious and social conflicts contributed to the onset of violence in 1642. 
Unfortunately, McGee himself claims that his thesis only holds true from 1620 to 
1670, and Underdown stops in 1660. But in York, such was not the case. In fact, 
the religious conflict between Laudians and Puritans reemerged in the 1670s, 
aggravated by the revelation of James's Catholicism and the rise of Danby and the 
militant High Churchmen. By 1679, the legacy of the early-Stuart divisions had 
become clear: York remained divided between Nonconformist-Whig and Anglican-
Tory conceptions of the world. Again, diametrically opposed interpretations of 
church and society would clash. To show this I will look for a correlation between 
religious beliefs and opposition or loyalism, and probe for the validity of differing 
social conceptions by examining key figures' rhetoric and actions. 
The Whig version of society originated from early-Stuart puritanical beliefs. 
The Puritans (and their heirs, the Nonconformists) upheld the doctrine of 
experimental predestination. Unlike the Laudians, they believed it possible to 
determine whether an individual was of the elect, and thus a member in the 
"invisible church." 3 By categorizing individuals in such a way, they had effectively 
formulated a horizontal conception of society, in which the elect, regardless of their 
2 David Underdown, Revel, Riot, and Rebellion: Popular Politics and Culture in 
England, 1603-1660 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985; reprint, 1989), 
Chapter 3. 
3Anne Hughes, The Causes of the English Civil War (New York: St. Martin's 
Press, 1991), 103-6. 
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secular social standing, became superior to the remaining populace. Moreover, the 
elect served as the right hand of God-through them His will was done. Once 
identified as one of the elect, it did not become an individual's right, but rather his 
or her duty to serve God (and only God), carrying out His will. For this reason, the 
Puritans emphasized adherence to the first four of the Ten Commandments-those 
dealing directly with their relationship to God.4 Underdown points out that "the 
concept of the elect...provided the basis for a new kind of community, united by 
belief and mission." 5 As soon as the Puritans conceived of a horizontal society ruled 
by God's elect (who bowed only to God) rather than the well born, they had given 
the lowly, but blessed, not only the right but the duty to oppose those reprobates 
who would contaminate the Lord's plan. By demanding that the elect defend what 
is God's, the Puritans had indeed adhered to a doctrine that not only justified, but 
also demanded open rebellion. 6 Such was the case of the English Civil Wars. 
Between 1679 and 1688, nonconformist justification of opposition based upon 
a similar duty to God did not escape the attention of the Anglicans. Anglican 
minister James Hickson pointed out to the York populace in 1682 that those who 
opposed the Crown did so "because 'tis their duty, and commanded them by the 
4McGee, The Godly Man in Stuart England, 69-94. 
5 Underdown, Revel, Riot, and Rebellion, 41-2. 
6Hughes, The Causes of the English Civil War, 103-6. 
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express Word of God."7 Four years later, another Anglican minister, William 
Stainforth, continued Hickson's attack on those who would blasphemously rebel in 
the name of the Lord. 8 
The memory of the Puritan revolution lingered in the minds of the later-Stuart 
Anglicans. As a result, they identified the greatest threat to Church and State as 
coming from the Nonconformists and their destructive ideology. In a national 
context, Roger L'Estrange, who saw no difference between Puritans and 
Nonconformists, could claim that a Nonconformist "carries the Seeds of Civil War 
within his Principles."9 In fact, he believed "The Dissenters of Eighty One [were] as 
bad as those of Forty One," pointing out the necessity of eradicating nonconformist 
ideology in order to avoid another civil war. 10 In York, Anglicans viewed all 
potential rebels as dangerous, "yet of al I Rebels these [rebels of conscience] are the 
most dangerous to the State and Government" since they did not have the same fear 
of the axe as those who would rebel out of self-interest. 11 Stainforth further echoed 
the national Anglican battle cry in York's St. Peter's Cathedral when he called for the 
oppression of "men of such Principles, whose Faith is Faction, whose Religion is 
7James Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 3. 
8William Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd in the Cathedral of York on the 6th of 
February 1685/6, 13-4. 
90bservator, 3 March 1682/3, 13 June 1683. 
101bid., 4 June 1683. 
11 Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February 1685/6, 10-1, 13-4. 
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Rebellion." 12 
Early-Stuart Puritans saw themselves primarily as God's army to combat the 
Pope. 13 Under the Later Stuarts, anti-Catholicism only increased in York. One 
reason for this was that the York assizes in 1678 and 1679 (products of the Popish 
Plot) portrayed the local Papists as conspiring to overthrow Protestantism. In 1678 
Matthew Lith, an aged Catholic priest supposedly said at a wedding in Brampton, 
"You talk of Papists and Protestants, but when the roast is ready, I know who shall 
have the first cut." Such talk caused his house to be searched for arms. The search 
party found one N. Postgate, a supposed Catholic priest. As a result, they went 
before the York assize judges who sentenced both to be hung, drawn, and quartered. 
Catholics only appeared ever more threatening when John Reeves, the informant who 
found the priests, was discovered drowned in a small brook after having been 
tortured. 14 In July 1679, Michael Pudsey admitted in court that he believed, "If wee 
kill the Kinge, or any other person, or do any sinn, if wee have a pardon from the 
Pope, all our sinns are forgiven."15 In October, Robert Bolron was accused of 
plotting to kill the king and spreading the popish faith. Supposedly, he said "that if 
12 lbid., 14. 
13 Hughes, Causes of the English Civil War, 105. 
14James Raine, ed., Depositions from the Castle of York: Relating to the Offenses 
Committed in the Northern Counties in the Seventeenth Century (London: Surtees 
Society, 1861 ), 230-1 and footnote. 
151bid., 239 and footnote. 
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the Duke of York did not please them they would serve [kill] him as they did intend 
to serve his brother." Continuing in the same vein, witnesses maintained that Jesuits 
housed with the Gascones in York, and there the Papists had concluded that "it was 
not only lawfull but meritorious to kill the Kinge, or any other heretique, and that 
they likewise said that all or most of the Catholicks in England were ingaged in the 
same designs." 16 The Catholic plot included not just commoners, but also 
individuals of considerable power, as shown by the trial of John Vavasour (of the 
powerful Vavasour family) for seditious words. 17 Regardless of their truth, the trials 
implicated all English Catholics in a popish contrivance to put James (or anyone else 
who would serve their purpose if he failed) on the throne. The trial of Lady Tempest 
for high treason shows the extent of local anti-Catholicism. She had to except twenty 
potential jurors before the court could find her innocent. 18 Thereafter, the fear of 
papery lingered in York, involving York citizens in national politics. 
To the citizens of York, however, the real Catholic threat came not from local 
Papists, but rather from the potential ascension of their namesake, the Duke of York, 
to the throne. It was no coincidence that York began earning its reputation for 
opposition to the Crown in 1673, the same year that James openly professed his 
Catholicism, and the same year that Sir Henry Thompson (a later exclusionist) began 
16lbid., 242-4. 
17 lbid., 237. 
18C.S.P.D., January 1679-August 1680, 594; London Gazette, 18 March-22 March 
1679. 
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his ten year stretch as a York M.P. 19 Jonathan Scott argues that the Exclusion Crisis 
was not about excluding James, but rather about arbitrary government and popery. 
In doing so, he fails to recognize that in 1679 the Duke of York embodied the idea 
of counter-reformation government. Therefore, he became the primary target of 
attack--at least in York. The situation only grew worse in 1679 when Charles became 
ill and the Duke of York returned to England from his exile. Fears of a Catholic king 
appeared justified and motivated the opposition to act coherently upon the issue of 
exclusion. At Westminster, oppositionists rallied support for a bill to exclude the 
Duke of York from the throne of England. York sent Sir Henry Thompson and Sir 
John Hewley, both exclusionists, to all three Parliaments between 1679-81. To 
further the cause, Sir Henry (inaffectionately christened "Judgement Sir Harry" by the 
Tories) received exclusionist propaganda (probably for local dissemination) from the 
London radical, Sir Thomas Player.20 Player's radical exclusionism can be seen in 
his statement that "We are come to that pass now, that Protestants and Papists cannot 
live together in England; and whilst the Papists have the prospect of a Popish 
successor, they will never be quiet, but be always making attempts upon the Kings 
person."21 The support and election of exclusionist candidates directly reflected the 
19G.C.F. Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," in P.M. Ti I Iott, ed., Victoria 
County History: The City of York (London: Oxford University Press, 1961 ), 1 76, 193; 
B.D. Henning, The House of Commons, 1660-1690 vol. 3 (The History of Parliament 
Trust, 1983), 552-3. 
20Henning, The House of Commons, 1660-1690 vol. 3, 553. 
21 William Cobbett, ed., The Parliamentary History vol. 4 (1808), 1126. 
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animosities that most influential citizens of England's second city held for the Duke 
of York. 22 
Opposition to this degree needed ideological justification. J.P. Kenyon has 
pointed out that before 1688, Whig ideology borrowed little from Locke but the 
concept of a "contract."23 However, "contract" should not be thought of as a 
Lockean term since the concept existed in York at least since the Civil War. In 
October of 1648, during the residency of a strong Leveller presence, York sent a 
petition to London that showed at least basic acceptance of contract theory: 
" ... we have still adhered unto them in the greatest of danger ... yet we 
finde we are looked upon as Enemies to the Cause of God & our 
Covenant [referring to the Peace Party's attempts to reconcile with the 
defeated king] ... lf their intentions further appear (as they have too 
much of late) to side with, and Act for our enemies, and against the 
interest of us ... , we declare ourselves open enemies, and resolving to 
the utmost of our abilities to oppose, with the loss of lives and 
fortunes. "24 
Indeed, "contract" came from old Leveller rhetoric and easily nested itself within 
nonconformist ideology since it too viewed society as horizontal. Nonconformists 
could now identify when it was time to do the Lord's work and rebel: upon breach 
of contract. The Anglican Hickson violently attacked the basis of this theory of 
contract as '"tis no other than the Resu It of Pride, Ignorance, Self-Interest, and 111-
22 Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 193. 
23J.P. Kenyon, Revolution Principles: The Politics of Party, 1689-1720 (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1977), 1-2. 
24The Moderate, 10 October-17 October 1648. 
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manners in those men (of what Party or Faction of Ignatius, or Bucannan[)] who dare 
call Monarchs the Peoples Attournies, and consequently to be deposed by 'em upon 
breech of trust."25 When presented with the "Three Questions" in 1687 (see below, 
chapter 3), Sir Henry Thompson (one of the leaders of York opposition) would 
remind the Court that the king in Parliament had created the Penal Laws to preserve 
the Church of England, and "I hope it will not be expected from me to doe anything 
to its prejudice, when his Majestie has alsoe been gratiously pleased to pass his 
Royall word that he would maintaine it, which I look upon as Sacred as any Act of 
Parliament." 26 It was this combination of puritanical and Leveller beliefs that 
formed what historians call "Whig" ideology. And it existed in York. 
Much to the dismay of the Anglicans, the Nonconformists--the heirs to 
puritanical thought--controlled York. Because of nonconformist domination, the 
corporation became very active in the 1679 Petition Campaign promoted by the 
Whigs at Westminster. Those supporting Westminster's Whigs sought to force 
Charles to summon another Parliament, an event that would revive the issue of 
Exclusion. These Whigs in the corporation included the Lord Mayor, the Recorder 
25James Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 7 682, 9. 
26Sir George Duckett, Penal Laws and Test Act: Questions Touching Their Repeal 
Propounded in 7 687-8 by fames II (London, 1882), 80. Emphasis mine. Because of 
Sir Henry Thompson's role as a leading York Whig and Reresby's rejection of 
Thompson's Anglicanism, Sir Henry's seeming devotion to the Church of England 
must be considered insincere. Henning, The House of Commons, 7 660-7 690, 553; 
Sir John Reresby, The Memoirs of Sir John Reresby: The Complete Text and a 
Selection from .His Letters, ed. Mary K. Geiter and W.A. Speck (London: Offices of 
the Royal Historical Society, 1991 ), 580. 
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and his deputy, most of the aldermen, both sheriffs, the town clerk, and many 
members of the city. 27 The signing of the London Petition should not be noted as 
anything less than extremely radical, since the Proclamation forbidding "Tumultuous 
Petitioning" (1661) forbid any such act. According to Mark Knights, "each subscriber 
signed his name in the awareness that the government disapproved of his action."28 
After the London Common Council's failure to support the London Petition and 
Charles's attempts to suppress its popularity, York (as did five other localities) sent 
a second petition to the Center, identifying it as one of the most radical cities in 
England.29 Later, in 1682, Sir John Reresby (the governor of York and a staunch 
Anglican) noted that the Whig magistracy controlling York included but one 
"churchman" within its ranks. 30 In 1684, arch-Tory Alderman John Constable 
arrested Thomas Raynes (mayor in early 1687) and his wife, as well as the wife of 
Alderman Samuel Dawson (mayor in 1688) at a conventicle held at Andrew Taylor's 
house in Mickelgate. 31 Even in 1683, in the face of a Quo Warranto (the royal 
revokation of a charter), when Lord Mayor Sir Edward Thompson asserted "that no 
27J.R Jones, The First Whigs: The Politics of the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-83 (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1961), 119. 
28Mark Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681" 
(D.Phi I. thesis, Oxford University, 1989), 271-2. 
29Jones, The First Whigs, 119; Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the 
Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681," 271-2. 
30That "churchman" would be Sir John Brooks. Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 580. 
31 Raine, Depositions from the Castle of York, 262-3. 
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corporation have more loyal hearts nor will be readier with their lives and fortunes 
to defend his [Charles's] person, crown and dignity," he did not declare any loyalty 
to the Church of England.32 The Tories faced the problem that the Whig opposition 
dominated the aldermanic bench-a strong political position that enabled them to 
defend their vision of society. And, aldermen, according to York's charter, sat for 
life. 
Just as the Nonconformist Whigs carried on and defended the Puritanical 
world view, so too did the later-Stuart Anglicans nurse the world view of their 
predecessors, the Laudians. Contrary to the vision of the Puritans, the High 
Churchmen viewed society as possessing a vertical structure. York Anglicans upheld 
the divinity of the patriarchal society described by Robert Filmer in his Patriarcha (c. 
1628, reprinted 1680). Vertical society existed not only as an earthly phenomenon; 
it was the structure of heaven. The angels bowed to God as their father, and "We 
must hence necessarily infer, that it [religion] derives it's Original from Heaven, and 
can be no less than the Contrivance and Product of an infinite and eternal Wisdom, 
and Goodness."33 Thus, Anglicans accepted vertical society as divine. Stephen 
Kaye's Eisoptron Tau Christianismou exemplifies the importance Anglicans placed 
on this doctrine. While he claims that repentance (one of the fundamental principles 
32C.S.P.D. July-September 1683, 97. 
33Stephen Kaye, Eisoptron Tou Christianismou, or a Discourse, Touching the 
Excellency and Usefulness of the Christian Religion, Both in Principles and Practices 
(York: John White, 1686), 14-5, 23. 
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of Christianity) primarily consisted of forsaking sin and following the Decalogue, he 
emphasized often the primacy of obedience and deference. Furthermore, he 
reminded readers that Christian faith included proper treatment of one's neighbors 
out of love for God, thus stressing the importance of proper social interaction.34 
Just as the Laudians before him, Kaye elevated the last six Commandments above all 
others; one could only fulfil! his or her duty to God by emulating the actions of 
Christ, by living a life of obedience and deference. 
Monarchy, because of its origin-God-became the natural representation of 
heavenly government on Earth. Anglicans generally accepted monarchy as "the most 
Primitive and Natural" and "the most Complete and Perfect [government], for it is the 
most Comfortable to the Heavenly Pattern, and nearliest resembleth the Government 
of God."35 According to Yorkshire minister James Hickson, England discovered 
during the Interregnum that once a nation rid itself of monarchy, liberty and property 
would cease to exist.36 Of course, the Anglicans claimed the best form of 
monarchy included limitations and hereditary succession, as their own Crown of 
England did.37 
Sitting at the zenith of a divine hierarchy, the king was God's vicegerent, 
34 tbid., 37, 35, 46, 61, 84-105, 193-4. 
35Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February 1685/6, 2. 
36Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 11. 
37Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February 168516, 4. 
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himself imbued with divinity. Confronting the Whigs' belief in the "contract," 
clergymen reminded York that kings were "Fi/ii Dei" and not "Fi/ii Populi." 38 The 
phrase "by him King's Reign" boomed loudly in St. Peter's Cathedral during the 
1680s.39 The king should be feared as the agent of God, though "we ought to fear 
God more than Kings."40 Royal divinity came as a byproduct of hereditary 
succession. And since "even wicked Rulers derive their Power from God," Anglicans 
found no connection between the piety of a monarch and his or her function as the 
right hand of the Lord.41 For this reason, in 1686 Stainforth could praise the 
ascension of James 11, a Catholic, to the throne of England.42 Those individuals who 
would defy the king became rebels against the Lord. For this reason, Reresby felt 
justified in defending the Crown's interest in Parliament. Twice he spoke out against 
those who would extend Parliamentary powers to include wider interpretations of 
treason. After all, this was a "fondamentall right of the Crown." In Reresby's eyes, 
the Whigs in Parliament, as well as their counterparts in York, sought to "better clip 
38Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 9. 
391bid., 7; Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February, 168516, 16. 
40Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February, 1685/6, 4, 7, 21. This 
statement emphasizes that what McGee calls "duty to Man" was in fact nothing less 
than the Anglican form of "duty to God," which translates actively into duty to God's 
society. 
41 Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 7-8. 
42Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of July 168516, 5. 
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the prerogative, lessen monarchy, and carry out their private designs" in 1679.43 
In effect, the Whigs attacked not only the divinity of kingship, but, more importantly, 
the divinity of vertical society. Thereafter, one of the duties of all Tories became to 
defend the Godly social construct, represented primarily by a divine monarch. 
The Anglican view of society included two types of people: inferiors and 
superiors. Both were necessary to English government in both Church and State. For 
inferiors, proper action included deference and submission. 44 Inferiors could not 
be expected to understand those matters above their station. For example, when the 
loyalists in York sent their abhorrences in 1679, the signatories professed that the 
king owned the government, and that subjects could do nothing but obey his wishes 
since matters of government went beyond their level of comprehension.45 In 1688 
the fact that prominent nobles sided with William baffled Reresby who was "not 
believing it possible that men of such quality and estates (however dissatisfied) would 
engage in a design so desparate, and so contrary to the laws of the land and the 
religion which they professed."46 After all, they were inferior to the king. But 
regardless of his opinion on the better sort, the governor seemed to be able to excuse 
(to an extent) the rebelliousness of the lesser peoples. Therefore, he could claim that 
43 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 166, 181. 
44Kaye, Eisoptron Tau Christianismou, 193-4. 
45Jones, The First Whigs, 119. 
46Cited in W.A. Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries: Englishmen and the Revolution 
of 1688 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), 226-7. 
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"in most of the little borroughs, which consisted of mean and mercinary people, one 
had noe man sure longer then you was with him, and he that made him drunke or 
obliged him last was his first friend."47 But regardless, he held a certain amount of 
contempt for those of any social standing who would endanger the hierarchy. For 
example, in the Parliamentary debates of 1678 Reresby spoke twice to defend the 
king's prerogative from the Whigs.48 Apparently, social status defined one's ability 
to govern. 
Loyalists emphasized the doctrine of passive obedience. The clergy pointed 
out the virtue of such a condition, noting especially Adam's dutifulness and 
obedience to God. "'[T]is true indeed Servile Subjugation came in by Sin, but," 
reminded Hickson, "Civil Subordination was before the Fall."49 To defer to social 
superiors, in both Church and State, represented Christian piety. 50 After all, Christ 
had "(by the Merits of his Active and Passive Obedience) fully satisfied God's Infinite 
Justice for all our sins." To imitate Christ, Anglicans would have to maintain unerring 
submission. 51 This, in fact, was the Anglican version of liberty. "True Liberty," 
47Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 186. 
48 lbid., 166. 
49 Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 9; Stainforth, A Sermon 
Preach'd ... 6th of July 1685/6, 1. 
50Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 12; Kaye, [Creek], or a Discourse, 
101. 
51 Kaye, Eisoptron Tou Christianismou, 35, 377 46, 81, 84-9; McGee pointed this 
out also as a characteristic of the Laudians. 
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according to Hickson, "is a Power to do what we ought, not what we will."52 
Reresby exemplified passive obedience. In a letter to the Duke of Halifax 
after the Earl of Danby's fall he wrote: "My Lord, I must confess myselfe a true 
servant to the government [soe long as I find it doeth not intrench upon the I ibertie 
of the people]." By crossing out the words within the brackets, he displayed the 
primacy of obedience.53 When the Court made it clear that they suspected 
Governor Reresby as one of the Country party (implying his interests were not those 
of the King's court), he clarified his loyalty to his social superiors over loyalty to his 
dependents. "I resolved," he wrote in his Memoirs, "first to keep the honor of my 
employment and the good opinion of my master and friends above ... as long as I 
justly and honestly could; and at the same time to doe country business, but only 
defensively and as it was brought to me, according to my conscience." 5_. Later, at 
the assizes in July of 1683, the governor showed how obedience to the king helped 
to dictate his actions, sometimes to his chagrin. As people of various persuasions 
attended (including at the least: opposition, loyalist, Catholic, and Presbyterian), "I 
did endeavour to doe the duty of my place with as much softnesse as I honestly 
could, and found it was for the Kings service not to refuse a fair correspondence with 
every man (however his principles stood) that would give faithful! assurances to be 
52 Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 13. 
53 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 1 77 footnote. 
54 lbid., 279. 
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true and constant to the Government." As difficult as such socializing was, Reresby 
recognized his actions helped to promote peaceful relations within York.ss 
Those who broke those laws (those who would not wholly submit) could 
bring nothing but "Confusion or Tyranny."s6 Such was the case with the Whigs. 
Hence, Hickson decried them as "the Devil's Attournies, to do business for Hell." 
They destroyed the nation once, and, if not crushed soon, would do so again.s 7 
Such rhetoric brought forth reminders of the Civil War of 1641-46, a typical Ang I ican 
tactic to revive fears of '"41 come again."s8 Out of necessity, Anglican society 
could not allow any type of resistance as it proved contrary to laws of Christianity. 
Recent history had shown them this truth. 
Anglican society did not work by deference alone. As inferiors had a duty to 
their superiors, so too did superiors have a duty to their inferiors-paternalism. The 
most important duty of a monarch was to protect society. The monarch should act 
as "a Revenger to execute wrath" for the disobedient. Impartial enforcement of the 
laws would undoubtedly "depress and run down Wickedness and Vice with the 
greatest ease and facility." But on the other hand, the king should also act as "a 
sslbid., 312-3. 
s6 Kaye, Eisoptron Tau Christianismou, 193-4. 
s7Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 9. 
s8Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683 (New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 1991 ), 49. 
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Father and a Tutor to the Good."59 He should always rule with the benefit of the 
nation in mind. After all, God had supplied the king with his divinity for the benefit 
of His people. To this end, "the King is under all the Obligations of Honour, 
Interest, and Conscience to defend and maintain," rather than break, the laws. 
Subjects should never have to fear arbitrary power.60 Believing that England had 
nothing to fear from Charles in 1679, Reresby scoffed at those who would refuse the 
king his supply, exclaiming that "the King's necessity is the people's necessity."61 
This Tory had no doubt that Charles would use the money for the public good, even 
if he, as the king's inferior, could not understand how. In return for obedience and 
deference, Tories expected the king to reciprocate dutifully by protecting and 
promoting vertical society. Thus, through community, divine hierarchy received its 
strength. 
Even with sovereign power, the king could never protect society from all 
dangers. The Crown needed an agent to carry out its work in the field. This became 
the prime role of the Church of England. The episcopal establishment sought to 
stabilize society by cultivating a submissive populace, as God demanded. Anglican 
clergy generally believed "That no man can be truly Religious who is not a Loyal 
Subject," and "That no man can be steadily and immoveably Loyal, who is not truly 
59Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 3. 
60Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February 1685/6, 4, 22. 
61 Cobbett, The Parliamentary History of England vol. 4, 1110. 
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and sincerely Religious." In Stainforth's eyes religion and loyalty were 
inseparable.62 In fact, when he presented his sermon to his patron, Sir Thomas 
Slingsby (arch-Tory and client of the Duke of York), the clerk affirmed that 
it is impossible that you should ever depart from your self or your 
Duty, while you live in the Communion of the Church of England, and 
make her Rules the Measures of your Subjection; for she teacheth a 
perfect, absolute, unlimited Subjection, by teaching all her Members 
to Obey all the just and lawful Commands of their King, and with 
patience and resignation to suffer his Censures and Punishments, 
where they cannot obey.63 
Through faithful church service, individuals could attest to their loyalty while 
Anglican clergy conditioned their obedience. 
Beginning in 1679, and especially in 1681, the danger to the Church 
increased and Anglicans grew more dogmatic. On one side, the next head of Church 
and State would be Catholic. And on the other, Nonconformists threatened to 
destroy English religious unity.64 During the Exclusion Crisis, Reresby believed that 
the opposition and loyalists actually sought the same end: protection against Papery. 
Only their means differed-the Whigs sought exclusion while the Tories wanted a 
regency. 65 But those were affairs for the central government. On the local level, 
Anglican ministers considered Nonconformity a greater threat as they preached about 
62Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February 1685/6, 11. 
631bid., Introduction. 
64Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681," 197. 
65 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 220-1. 
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the dangers of fragmenting religion. "[l]f we crumble and divide ourselves into Sects 
and Parties," professed Stephen Kaye to his parishioners, "we shall be less able to 
repel the force of our Adversaries, defend our own Interests, or assist one another." 
Then he continued to assert (in a tone reminiscent of Sir Thomas Player's opinion of 
Catholics) that Anglicanism and Nonconformity could not peacefully coexist. 66 
York clerks used history to show to their audiences how conscience had often 
become a mask for self-interest rather than a form of religious worship.67 And when 
religious fervor did motivate rebels, the danger to society only increased. Rebels 
motivated by material gain or against their will could be swayed into submission. 
However, this proved impossible with rebels of conscience. 68 
One example that supported the local Anglican ministers' argument was the 
case of Anthony Croft, a Quaker. At the assizes in May of 1679, he supposedly 
claimed that "The Parliament will downe with the Lords and Bissopps, and will doe 
with the King as they did with the last; and then wee shall be men." 69 As with the 
Papist trials, the truth of such cases mattered little. Their significance lay in creating 
a vision of radical Nonconformists striving to revive rebellion. Kaye believed that the 
plague of nonconformity came as a result of Satan's conspiracy to destroy both 
66Kaye, Eisoptron Tau Christianismou, 194. 
67H ickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682, 14. 
68Stainforth, A Sermon Preach'd ... 6th of February 168516, 14-5. 
69Raine, Depositions from the Castle of York, 238. 
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Church and State, as the Devil sought "to make 'em turn Hereticks, if not 
Apostates." 70 In 1683, as Archbishop Dolben of York traveled through Yorkshire, 
he was "extremely satisfied to find this Country so full of Duty and Affection to the 
King and Church," thus showing how religious conformity reflected the general 
loyalty of an area. 71 
To eradicate the dangers to society, the Tories adopted a policy of legalism. 
Of course, the primary targets of this tactic became the Nonconformists, those "who 
would (if let alone) turn Religion into Rebellion, and Faith info Faction."72 In York, 
however, convincing the magistracy to enforce the Penal Laws proved extremely 
difficult considering the extent of the dissenting interest there. Such inaction 
infuriated the city's ministers who regarded nonconformity as the root of England's 
misery. Hickson contended that "the very Essence and Constitution of the 
Government it self is indanger'd, whilst the execution of the Penal Laws is Baulk'd, 
and Public Offenders in the very Face of Authority [remain] unpunished." 73 
Sermons of this nature did not only appear in York, but rather became a national 
phenomenon. 74 At the assizes in 1683, a Yorkshire loyal address recognized that 
7°Kaye, Eisoptron Tou Christianismou, 39. 
71 London Gazette, 27 September-1 October 1683. 
72 Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 7 682, 5, 19. 
73 lbid., 6, 7, 18. 
74 Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in a Divided Society, 
1660-1715 (New York: Longman, 1993), 122. 
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the Whigs incited "Sedition and Rebellion" all across England in their quest to 
destroy the divine monarchy. "And therefore," they professed, "we conceive it high 
time to own our separation from such persons, and our Abhorrance of such 
Principles. Beseeching Almighty God, by whom Kings Reign, to enable you to tread 
upon the necks of your Enemies." 75 The cry for vengeance had become popular 
among the gentry surrounding York, and an ideological alliance had formed between 
the Yorkshire Anglican gentry and the York Anglican clergy. Unfortunately for the 
York Tories, all their demands for the oppression of nonconformity within the 
corporation would continue in vain so long as the Whigs held control of the civil 
magistracy. Society would not be safe until they had removed these influential 
Whigs from power. Thus, those adhering to Anglican doctrine formed the "Tory" 
party. Anglicans hated Nonconformists, but Tories hated Whigs-those who merged 
puritanical and Leveller ideologies and organized politically to destroy the divine 
hierarchy. 
Mark Kishlansky has correctly noted that the three main elements of Stuart 
politicization included affiliation with a national figure (usually in a negative way), 
religion, and Whig/Tory political ideology (the last two of which I consider, at this 
period, nearly interchangeable). 76 By 1679, all of these had developed in the city of 
York: they would not accept a popish lord without being beaten into submission 
75 London Gazette, 6 September-10 September 1683. 
76Mark Kishlansky, Parliamentary Selections: Social and Political Choice in Early 
Modern England (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 172-3. 
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first. England's second city became a city of opposition as early as 1673. The York 
Whigs united against the possibility of a popish successor, their anti-James fervor 
reaching its peak during the Exclusion Crisis. But the real Whig/Tory battle stretched 
its long-term roots back to pre-Civil War religious divisions. By the Civil War, 
Puritan and Laudian versions of society (horizontal and vertical respectively) had 
strongly taken root in York. They clashed during the 1630s, and would do so again 
during the 1670s. Both times, a high-church reformation brought these animosities 
to the surface-under the supervision of Laud the first time, and under the 
organization of Danby the second. But a Tory party could not form until after the 
Whig party did. The Whigs organized around exclusion and the Tories formed in 
reaction. Under the lead of militant High Churchmen, the York Tories sought to 
defend themselves against the rising Whigs. The Tories did not support the political 
oppression of the Whig Nonconformists because they threatened the powers of the 
Crown. This composed but part of the real threat. The Tories perceived the grand 
design of the Whigs as the destruction of their vertical society, and the Tory goal 
became its protection. In 1683, after the Rye House Plot, the Tories replaced the 
Whigs as the force on the offensive. But they were unable to destroy Whig 
ideological unity because opposition to James and his popery resided at its core. But 
while inadvertently uniting the Whigs, James II also served to rend the Tory party. 
Once he ascended to the throne, his policies forced the Tories to consider which was 
the more important of their doctrines: the protection of society from James's 
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absolutism, or passive obedience. As a result, the Tories suffered an ideological 
divide. Whereas before they claimed allegiance to both Church and State, now they 
split into Church Tories and Crown Tories. In York, it was the union of the Whigs 
and the Church Tories that made the Revolution of 1688, a revolution specifically 
against James, possible. 
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York Party Organization 
Historians generally agree that some semblance of organization must be 
present for a political grouping to deserve the label "Whig" or "Tory." Most studies 
have focused on the degree of centralized manipulation of politics in Westminster. 
Jonathan Scott, for example, argues that party politics did not exist prior to 1688. 
Despite his acceptance of ideological polarization, he maintains "that the large scale 
institutionalized opposition between them came later (after the restructuring of 
politics from 1689-94)."1 Indeed, he claims that historians tend to accept organized 
parties "independently of any evidence for it."2 Tim Harris, on the other hand, 
upholds that parties did exist, defined organizationally by loose religious affiliation. 
While the two parties did have political differences, "the clearest rift was over 
religion. The Whigs were fiercely critical of the intolerance of the high Anglican 
establishment...The whole thrust of the Tory position was to defend the established 
Church of England from this Whig and Nonconformist attack."3 Harris asserts that 
Scott's flaw is in focusing too much on Westminster and not enough on the localities. 
This chapter will examine partisan organization in York to test Scott's denial of 
1Jonathan Scott, "Restoration Process. Or, If This Isn't a Party, We're Not Having 
a Good Time," in Albion vol. 25 no. 4, 627-8. 
2 1bid., 630. 
3Tim Harris, "Party Turns? Or Whigs and Tories Get Off Scott Free," in Albion 
vol. 25 no. 4, 527-8. 
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organized parties in the localities. While there is certain evidence from the city that 
would clearly seem to deny any form of organized politics based on a party platform, 
taking such evidence out of context emphasizes the superficial, and is thus 
misleading. While Scott's research must lead historians to reevaluate the presence 
of a one-issue party system in Westminster, the corporate politics of York resembled 
those portrayed in Harris's works. This chapter will examine the city's magistracy, 
church structure, and patronage system to show how they divided the city along bi-
partisan lines. In York, two organized parties did exist between 1679 and 1688. 
A brief study of a few York aldermen will show overwhelming unity in 
religion and how their profession gave them considerable strength within their city. 
Sir Henry and Sir Edward Thompson (successful wine merchants) led the city's 
magistracy. Sir Henry (1625-83), especially, led what could be termed the anti-Court 
group on the York bench. Indeed, as one of the "magistrates of godly outlook," Sir 
Henry serves as an excellent example of the symbiosis between Puritanical belief and 
Whig ideology. He sat as one of York's M.P.s from 1673 (the same year James 
openly professed his Catholicism and York earned its reputation for opposition) until 
his death in 1683, and was considered a "Worthy Man" by Shaftesbury in 1679. The 
reception (and probably dissemination) of exclusionist propaganda from the radical 
London M.P., Sir Thomas Player, showed his dedication to the restriction of James, 
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the Catholic Duke of York, from ascending to the English throne.4 
But, his brother and fellow alderman, Sir Edward Thompson (1639-1701 ), 
proved to be even more bel I igerent toward James. One episode particularly 
shows the antipathy of the Thompsons to the Court, and especially to James. On 29 
October 1679, when James arrived at England's second city, Sir Edward's actions 
(and the general support of them) secured the perpetual displeasure of the Duke. 
While loyal gentry came forth to wait on the king's brother, "Thos of another party 
were distinguished by not doing it, and the citty of Yorke itselfe recieved his Royall 
Highness and the Duchess but very coldly, which he never forgot afterwards." Sir 
Edward then earned James's personal ire. Owning the most commodious house in 
the city, custom demanded Sir Edward to loan the residence to the royal guest. 
According to Reresby, Sir Edward "was hardly persuaded to quitt his hous, or to lend 
it then for soe long, and when he did he took away all his furniture."5 One month 
later, a harsh chastisement roared from Secretary of State Sunderland on behalf of the 
king, warning the Whig corporation to treat James properly next time, "as he was 
4 David Scott, "Politics and Government in York, 1640-1662," in R.C. Richardson, 
ed., Town and Countryside in the English Revolution (New York: Manchester 
University Press, 1992), 63; B.D. Henning, ed., The House of Commons, 1660-1690 
vol. 3 (The History of Parliament Trust, 1983), 552-3; G.C.F. Forrester, "York in the 
Seventeenth Century," in P.M. Ti I Iott, ed., Victoria County History: The City of York 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1961 ), 176, 193. 
5London Gazette, 10 November-13 November 1679; Sir John Reresby, The 
Memoirs of Sir John Reresby: The Complete Text and a Selection from his Letters, ed. 
Mary K. Geiter and W.A.. Speck (London: Offices of the Roya~ Historical Society, 
1991), 191. 
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recieved some years ago and as his Majesty has reason to expect his brother should 
be by all subjects in your station."6 For such overt opposition Reresby considered 
Sir Edward and his brother to be "both very antimonarchicall persons."7 
Another powerful opposition leader was Sir John Hewley. An M.P. for York 
in March and October of 1679 as well as in 1681 (two Exclusion Parliaments), he 
also held strong puritanical roots. Before the Restoration, he became an 
Independent, then a Presbyterian. He held office in York during the periods of both 
the Civil War and Interregnum-two periods of puritanical supremacy. However, 
once the Restoration of Crown and Church came in 1660, Hewley's religious beliefs 
excluded him from such political power. Therefore, in 1663, he conformed in order 
to be restored to the West Riding bench. In 1679 he became an active exclusionist, 
signing the York petition for a second Exclusion Parliament. This forced his removal 
as Justice of the Peace. But his revenge came in 1688 when he gave the Earl of 
Danby £500 to support the successful invasion of William of Orange. After Hewley's 
death, his wife's establishment of local nonconformist charities reflected his 
adherence to the old puritanical cause.8 
The rest of the magistracy, those following the Thompsons and Hewley, 
adhered strongly to nonconformity, and were sometimes united in profession as wel I. 
6C.S.P.D., January 1679-August 1680, 278. 
7Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 303. 
8 8.D. Henning, The House of Commons, 1660-1690 vol. 2 (The History of 
Parliament Trust, 1983), 543. 
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Perhaps Alderman Waller proves the most significant. Reresby listed the traits of this 
rich attorney as spiteful and anti-Anglican. Meanwhile, Mr. (Thomas?) Rooksby 
served as legal advisor to the opposition leaders. And in emergencies, the opposition 
called in Stockdale and Paulins for further legal advice.9 In 1687, Thomas Raynes, 
an attorney arrested for attending a conventicle in 1684, became the city's Mayor. 10 
Although other aldermen such as Ramsden, Herbert, and Elcock elude an evaluation 
of their professions, their adherence to nonconformity seems rather clear. In his 
analysis of the magistracy, Reresby could claim that Sir John Brooks was "but the 
only Churchman amongst them." 11 The fact that four of the five ejected aldermen 
in 1685 participated in Monmouth's Rebellion shows the extent of the York benches 
support of an anti-James policy.12 By merging legal knowledge with nonconformist 
ideals, the York opposition gained considerable strength in their fight against James. 
Reresby believed that opposition power came not from any adherence to 
common principles, but rather from the economic power of the aldermanic bench. 
As England's second city, York had become a natural center for northern trade. The 
Merchant Adventurers established its branch there in 1628, and thereafter continued 
9Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 580. 
100ddly enough, this dissenter married a papist and proved very loyal to James 
during the Jacobean period. However, his sympathy for the Catholic religion should 
not be over-estimated; Raynes refused to send an address to the Center in favor of 
James reconstruction of the English faith. Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 581. 
11 Ibid., 580. 
12Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 176. 
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to play a major part in community affairs. They gained significant influence over 
York merchants and eventually dominated all the city's affairs except those of purely 
local concern. By 1679 the Thompsons had become powerful figures within this 
organization and were thus able to merge economic with political power. In 1678, 
the magistracy set upon a policy of punishing non-free workers and their employers. 
Such a policy reminded the populace of the dangers inherent in opposing the bench. 
After all, about half of the enfranchised workers served in three basic trades: 
victualling, clothing, and building and furnishing. 13 Reresby claimed that eight to 
ten people in York and the county controlled the city out of the common "fear of 
being undone in their trade." 14 Now, "there is not only a separation of interests, but 
few doe buy of, or have any commerce but with thos of their own principle."15 
These examples show how the aldermen merged professional, political, and 
ideological power to control the city at large. 
The radical nature and organization of English opposition peaked during the 
Petition Campaign--that organized effort to gather nationwide signatures calling for 
a summons of Parliament in 1679. As Harris points out, "People of all social 
background could make their feelings known through petitions, demonstrations, and 
13Forester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 165-9. 
14These included: Sir Henry Thompson, Sir Edward Thompson, Sir John Hewley, 
Alderman Waller, Mr. Rooksby, Sir John Brooks, Mr. Stockdale, and Mr. Paulins. 
Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 579-80. 
151bid. 
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riots, which became increasingly common forms of political expression in this 
period."16 The Crown recognized the danger of popular petitioning and responded 
hostilely. In 1679, Charles prorogued Parliament and issued a declaration forbidding 
"tumultuous petitioning." For a short while, this worked. After all, any individual 
who signed a petition did so expressly against the will of the king. 17 Furthermore, 
in 1680 Charles directed the loyalists to purge the signatories of petitions by 
enforcing the Corporation Act which forbid anyone to hold political office who was 
not a member of the Church of England.18 Charles then could claim that only the 
loyal petitions of 1681 held any form of legitimacy since only those contained proper 
signatures. Proper signatures included "heads of corporations, officers of militia, 
J.P.'s and Grand Juries, those who were not rabble, and actually legally allowed to 
address the king by the Act vs. Tumultuous Petitioning." 19 The cannons of the 
Crown had indeed come to bear on the Whig strongholds across the nation. 
An examination of York's signatories shows that their radical involvement in 
the campaign was in fact legitimate, even by Charles's standards. The individuals 
whose names appeared on the petition included the Lord Mayor, the Recorder and 
16Tim Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in a Divided Society, 
1660-1715 (New York: Longman, 1993), 16. 
17Mark Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681," 
(D.Phil. Thesis, Oxford University, 1989), 246-8. 
18J.R. Jones, The First Whigs: The Politics of the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-83 (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1961 ), 120. 
19Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-81," 397-8. 
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his deputy, most of the aldermen, the sheriffs, the town clerk, and many members 
of the city.20 Overall, there were "but 19 of any credit who have not subscribed 
it."21 Charles's attempt at removing opposition leaders from influential positions 
likewise failed. The magistrates, responsible for justice within city walls, simply 
ignored the Corporation Act. As Jones points out, "there was no way in which an 
unwilling corporation could be compelled to obey short of actions of Qua 
Warranto." 22 After the Campaign failed (primarily because of the displeasure of the 
Crown), radicalism of the York corporation continued: England's second city, along 
with but five others like it, sent a follow-up petition to the Center calling for a new 
Parliament.23 For second time the magistrates of York earned Charles's, and 
especially James's, hatred. Whereas before they had insulted his royalty, now they 
had made it clear that they intended to strip him of it. Perhaps worse yet was the 
fact that their influence threatened to grow. 
With Whigs in control of the York magistracy, nonconformity flourished. Its 
leniency in regard to the Conventicle Act allowed nonconformist and ejected 
ministers to continue in their profession. Perhaps the two most known of these 
20Jones, The First Whigs, 119. 
21 Cited in Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-
1 681, II 2 70-1. 
22Jones, The First Whigs, 120. 
23These included Essex, Berkshire, Wiltshire, Hertfordshire, and Sommerset. 
Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681," 271-2. 
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included Ralph Ward and Oliver Heywood, both acknowledged friends and ministers 
to the powerful Alderman Sir John Hewley.24 Already, in 1672, the Corporation 
had licensed Independent, Baptist, and Presbyterian churches. The more puritanical 
preachings within the parishes of St. Martins Coney Street, Spurriergate, and St. 
Sampson could continue, along with the less radical preachings of St. Michael-
leBelfrey, St. Mary, Holy Trinity (Goodramgate), Holy Trinity (King's Court), Holy 
Trinity (Micklegate), St. Helen, and St. Denys.25 Sir John and Lady Hewley, Sir John 
Brooke, the Rokebys, Brian Dawson (an ex-alderman), and the widow of Alderman 
Watson were all then included amongst the ranks of notable nonconformist 
citizens.26 
Outside of religious organization, other avenues of Whig indoctrination 
included primarily clubs and pamphlets. As one national pamphlet (A Moderate 
Decision on the Point of Succession) argued, "the matter indeed is what everybody 
thinks themselves engaged in, and everybody speaks their minds of. There is no 
coffee house, and few private houses, but their Table talk is of these Things."27 In 
York, both the opposition and loyalists had clubs, but opposition meeting houses 
24Douglas R. Lacey, Dissent and Parliamentary Politics in England, 1661-1689 
(New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1969), 411-2; Forester, "York in the 
Seventeenth Century," 205. 
25 Forester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 201. 
26 lbid., 205. 
27Cited in Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-
1681," 7. 
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were more active.28 On 9 March 1679, a stationer in York was to be examined as 
"he had some pamflets reflecting upon the government which he had vented and 
sould."29 Nonconformist preaching, clubs, and pamphlets served to unite 
ideologically most of York's citizens at all levels from magistrate to apprentice. As 
a result the magistrates organized the Whig party, and stood ready to defend their 
vision of society (and their city) from outside domination. 
The ever present fear of Whig insurrection offers testament to the weight of 
the Whig presence in York. As Geoffrey Holmes and W.A. Speck mention, the best 
way to measure lower order politicization is through a measure of "popular disorder," 
or rioting.30 However, the fact that the government believed in its inevitability led 
to lessened amounts of rioting throughout England between 1678 and 1681. In York, 
the fear was especially great considering how much the Whigs outnumbered the 
loyalists. According to Governor Reresby, 
The loyal party in York is much inferior in nomber to the factious. The 
first consists of the gentry, clergie, officers and dependents of the 
Church, militia officers and souldiers, and about a fourth part (as is 
computed) of the cittyzens; the secound of the Maior and whole 
magistracy (two aldermen only excepted), the sheriffs and most of the 
common council, with the rest of that citty. 
As a result of such calculations, this loyalist's preoccupation with insurrection 
28Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 193. 
29Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 489. 
30Geoffrey Holmes and W.A. Speck, eds., The Divided Society: Party Conflict in 
England, 1694-1716 (London: Edward Arnold Publishers, Ltd., 1967), 77. 
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overshadowed his ability to recognize a threat from without.31 This is significant. 
While no riots or rebellions existed during the Exclusion Crisis, there apparently was 
indeed an atmosphere present that proved conducive to such events. Although not 
exposed by overt action, popular Whig discontent thrived in York. 
The loyalists were obviously at a disadvantage. First, they lacked a local 
central figure there to guide them. As a result, Governor Reresby and Sir Thomas 
Slingsby fought each other for influence. But by 1679, because of the Whig threat, 
these two formidables joined the same cause. Admittedly, a combined effort at times 
seemed impossible, but their ends remained the same: upholding the supremacy of 
Church and State. Regardless of this sense of Anglican unity, however, they lacked 
a key element necessary to control York: a political foothold as strong as that held 
by the entrenched Whigs. Therefore, their system of organization lay primarily 
outside the city in the patronage system and the national episcopal structure. At the 
top of these two hierarchies sat the king, their greatest ally. 
Indeed, it was the support of the king and his ministry that encouraged the 
growth of and formation of the "Tory" party. The ministry established in 1679, the 
Chits Ministry, included individuals who sought to stabilize England's political 
climate. To this end, these men (the Earl of Sunderland, the Earl of Rochester, and 
Lord Godolphin) formulated two goals: the formation of foreign alliances to arrest the 
31 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 579.; Mary K. Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the 
Glorious Revolution," in Northern History XXV (1989), 184. 
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growth of French power on the continent, and, more importantly, the further 
centralization of the Anglican Church. To enforce their policy, they attacked 
opposition in the localities, primarily by purging the J.P.s (starting in 1680) and 
enforcing the Corporation Act. Accordingly, "non are to be suffered to officiat yt 
office but such as are well affected both to Church and State."32 To the Anglicans, 
the Chits Ministry represented the government enforcing the union between the 
Cathedral and the Crown. 
In York, as elsewhere, the Church became the vanguard of Charles's policy. 
Archbishop Gilbert Dolben, an ex-royalist and "a man of excellent parts and piety," 
served the king well. 33 When rumors of an upcoming Parliament contributed 
greatly to the mass unrest within York, Dolben crushed them. From Secretary 
Jenkins, in September 1683, came official advice about the resurgence of the rumors: 
I find that in some places in the North they are already taking 
measures on one side and the other for elections of parliament men. 
I think our friends should not go faster than the King. To raise such 
expectations is to open a scene of great disquiet; therefore you will, I 
doubt not, give the necessary cautions to all good men there that they 
may be apt to follow the example of their neighbors.34 
In May 1684, Sunderland issued a command to use all means "to disabuse [Charles's] 
32Cited in Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-
1 681 , " 31 0-11. 
33 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 391, 419. 
34C.5.P.D., July-September 1683, 435. 
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good subjects" by ending the rumor. 35 But quietening the opposition needed much 
more than an order from the archbishop. Therefore, Secretary Jenkins worked closely 
with Dolben to secure York's charter-a union of central and local powers.36 One 
of the archbishop's foremost functions was to quell antagonisms within the city 
among both Whigs and loyalists. But as a result of his organizational skill, he 
advanced an organized party loyal to both Church and State. Dolben's usefulness 
to Charles's and the Church's cause was best related in a later reminiscence by 
Londoner John Evelyn at Dolben's death. He noted that the death of Dolben was "an 
unexpressible losse to the whole Church, and that Province especialy, he being a 
learned, Wise, stout, and most worthy Prelate; so I looked on this as a greate stroke 
to the poore Church of England now in this defecting period."37 By the 1684 
charter crisis, Charles had rallied the full political strength of York's Cathedral to 
crush the Whig magistrates inside the city's hall. 
Along with the most powerful ecclesiastical figure in York, Charles had the 
support of the most powerful political figure: Governor Sir John Reresby. As 
Charles's client, Reresby served as a strong link between the city and the Center. On 
31 January 1679, Reresby (not yet governor) professed that the king "advised me to 
make an interest as soon as I could in order to a new election, for another Parliament 
35C.S.P.D., May 1684-5 February 1685, 22-3. 
36C.S.P.D., October 1683-April 1684, 338-9. 
37E.S. de Beer, The Diary of John Evelyn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955), vol. 
4, 507. 
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would be speedily called."38 When Charles offered him the governorship of York 
in 1682, Reresby replied that "I should ever make it my business to be as faithful and 
diligent in any post wher his Majesty should pleas to place me as another .... "39 He 
sincerely meant this. When Danby overthrew the city in 1688, Reresby's displeasure 
with James's policy was clear, but he could not join Danby as "I was for a Parliament 
and the Protestant religion as well as they, but I was also for the King." 40 Reresby 
proved loyal to his king and avidly did what he could in York for the service of the 
Crown. 
Unfortunately Reresby's position within the existing patronage system led to 
complications with his political performance that have led some historians to deny 
party politics. Reresby always had to consider his political rivals, primarily those of 
the "Slingsby Party," as it was then called. In the background, a rivalry brewed 
between Halifax, the Earl of Rochester, and James (the Duke of York). In the fight 
for establishing a governor of York, Halifax supported Reresby, Rochester supported 
Lord Burlington (his father-in-law), and James (who viewed Reresby as but one of 
Charles's placemen) supported Sir Thomas Slingsby. In the end, Halifax won the 
battle at court, attaining for himself the title of Marquis and the position of Lord Privy 
38Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 168. 
39 lbid., 256. 
401bid., 323. 
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Seal, while attaining for Reresby the position of Governor.41 Although his patron 
had triumphed, those jealous of Reresby's position gave him reason to worry about 
the security of his office. 
Through Halifax, Reresby heard rumors of rivals who envied his lucrative post 
-especially the agents of the Duke of York. 42 In the contest for governorship, 
Thomas Slingsby fought hard. From the Center, Slingsby gained authorization in 
1680 to take command of York's garrison should Governor Frescheville be absent.43 
To better his position, he bought Frescheville's troop of horse in 1682.44 Reresby's 
rise to governor intruded on Slingsby's powerbase-something Sir Thomas never 
forgot. After Slingsby failed to become governor, he still held influence over some 
within the local church who expected him to assuage the factious atmosphere in the 
city. William Stainforth dedicated his sermon to James's client in 1686 "because it 
might... in some measure at least contribute to the Reduction of such of His Majesties 
Subjects as have been misled into seditious Practice, and prevent others from falling 
into snares of the same accursed Snares." Slingsby had earned this honor through 
his "unalterably Preseverence in the Communion of the Reformed Church of 
41 Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 176-8. 
42 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 262, 5. 
43C.S.P.D., January 1679-August 1680, 440. 
44Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 259. 
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England."45 To worsen matters, Lord Dartmouth, Master of the York Ordinance and 
the protege of James worked alongside Slingsby to weaken Reresby's power.46 
James sought to control England's second city, but Reresby-Charles's placeman-
stood in his way. 
With the necessity of "making an interest" so great, and so many loyalists 
against him, Reresby looked to ally with the local Whigs to strengthen his York 
foothold. When Mayor Edward Thompson appeared before the Privy Council in 
December 1683 (just prior to York's Quo Warranto), Reresby-despite his inability to 
defend the Mayor's character-sought mercy. The governor "hoped it might be a 
means to make him a thorow convert to the Government."47 To an extent, it 
worked. Sir Edward Thompson and Alderman William Ramsden became two of 
Reresby's greatest supporters.48 In January 1683, when Reresby arrived in York, he 
recalled that "I was glad to find that a great many that could have wished it were noe 
guarison seemed concerned at the removeall of me from being governor. I stayed 
eight days, being again entertained by my Lord Maior and others."49 Reresby's 
actions were entirely pragmatic. He sought to work with the York Whigs for two 
45Stainforth, A Sermon Preached in the Cathedral Church of St. Peter in York on 
the 6th of February, 168516, introduction. 
46Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 177. 
47Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 321. 
48 lbid., 508-9. 
49 lbid., 286-7. 
51 
Organization 
reasons: to secure his position in the city, and to rally their support for the Crown. 
And ensuing Whig support of Reresby is also not surprising. Certain Whigs in York 
viewed Reresby as the key to locking out the patronage of the Catholic James as 
much as Reresby viewed the Whigs as necessary to his role in local politics. 
As the quest for election to Parliament during late 1684-5 shows, not all of the 
powerful figures in York supported their governor. In December of 1684, Ramsden 
approached Reresby to inform him of a meeting among the aldermen in which they 
decided to support him if a new Parliament were called. In February, when the 
governor met with the lord mayor, aldermen, and sheriffs in order to request that 
they make him M.P. for York, they agreed quickly (within fifteen minutes) and 
unanimously. He then joined interests with Mr. Robinson.50 However, Reresby 
again faced Slingsby opposition that intended to undermine his power. He and 
Robinson faced the competition of Toby Jenkins and Mr. Mosyer (his father-in-law) 
who had been "persuaded to it by a party that was ever ready to oppose the choice 
of the magistrates or anything they did, for which reason ther had been great feuds 
and differences between them. Thes were some of the most eminent of the Common 
Council of the citty."51 The opposed election served "to caus a disturbance and 
heats in the citty, when union and agreement were soe desirable ther as well as in 
50 lbid., 347, 54. 
51 Ibid., 355. 
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the whole kingdome."52 Despite Reresby's objection, Thompson granted their 
freedom, thus allowing their participation in the election. According to Reresby, 
Thompson believed that "it was looked upon as a partiality in him to bestowe it on 
one and deny it on others." Furthermore, Thompson had recieved letters from above 
ordering him to do so along with similar advice from the assizes judges. 53 The only 
way to confer freeman status in this case was with the advice of the "House," or the 
"Mayor's court."54 By a mere one vote, Jenkins and Mosyer won their freedom. 
Now, Reresby knew that he had to "use all diligence and spare noe charge if I 
expected successe." In the end, the votes totaled: Reresby, 93 7; Robinson, 781; 
Mosyer, 770; and Jenkins, 502. Reresby and Robinson had won, but at a great cost; 
the governor invested £350 in his venture. But Reresby could take pleasure in 
relating that "it cost them more that lost it."55 Slingsby support had indeed 
weakened loyalist solvent. 
Although it was not the case, York's Quo Warranto crisis makes the York 
loyalists appear disunited as the feud between Reresby and Slingsby continued. 
Once the inevitability of a Quo Warranto became apparent, Reresby and Slingsby 
worked together to devise a list of men best suitable for office--those "that were of 
52 lbid., 355. 
53 lbid., 357. 
54This included the lord mayor with the other eleven aldermen, the two sheriffs, 
and the twenty four commons. 
55 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 347-58. 
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best ability and loyalty."56 They then presented this list to Secretary Godolphin. 
riowever, Reresby soon discovered a "secret design" embarked upon by Slingsby to 
remove "five aldermen of the greatest note" from the council with the return of the 
charter. These men (Edward Thompson, Ramsden, Elcock, Herbert, and Waller) were 
all well known supporters of Reresby.57 In effect, Slingsby sought to use the charter 
crisis to weaken Reresby's local powerbase. As a result, an instinct for survival 
motivated Reresby to defend not the York charter (he fully supported the Quo 
Warranto), but his political allies who were under attack by Slingsby interests. 
Perhaps loyalist union seems nonexistent to some because of the middle 
ground certain individuals tried to walk during the charter crisis in 1684. Geiter's 
claim that the governor needed the support of both the city and Center to become 
a York M.P. is true.58 For example, when Judge Jeffreys (a James supporter and a 
powerful client) entered the city in July, Reresby "intermeddled the least I 
could ... knowing to appear for or against the town was equally dangerous. "59 
Apparently Archbishop Dolben followed a similar path. While Reresby noted that 
Dolben was not as active in defending the magistrates that were being turned out "as 
it became him," the archbishop did speak to James on their behalf in May 1685. 
56 lbid., 336. 
571bid., 336, 363 and footnote. 
58Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 178. 
59Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 343. 
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However, it was to no avail since James-now king of England--would not budge from 
supporting his client, Slingsby. 60 This moderate opposition to the Slingsby interest 
faded that May when Sir Thomas Slingsby rounded up eighteen Yorkshire gentlemen 
along with himself and the high sheriff to attest to the crimes of the five aldermen as 
Monmouth conspirators. The Crown turned out the aldermen on 29 May. 61 
Despite moderate loyalist opposition, the Slingsby party had triumphed. 
The local Yorkshire loyal addresses show union among the Church and State 
party, regardless of social rank. They also show loyal support for the city outside 
York's walls. In 1681, one address professed loyalty to the Crown that offered "the 
due enjoyment of their Religion, as by Law established, their Liberty and Property, 
and to give us the assured Testimony of your Royal Word for the same." Between 
13,000 and 14,000 men signed the document, including "the Gentry, clergy, Citizens 
and Inhabitants of ... York, and County of the same." 62 After the Rye House Plot in 
1683, Reresby, along with Sir Jonathan Gennings and Bradwardine Tindle (a 
Yorkshire J.P.), composed a loyal address for those at the York assizes. Those there 
"soe well aprooved of it that it was signed by all the gentlemen of the country 
[Yorkshire] whose occasions led them to Yorke that assizes." 63 This particular 
601bid., 364-5. 
61 lbid., 367-8; Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 181. 
62 London Gazette, 26 September to 29 September 1681 
63 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 311-2. 
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address asserted that "Notions of Sedition and Rebellion, seem now raised to so great 
a height" had led to their "Abhorrence of such Principles." They, therefore, decried 
the Whigs and their exclusionist principles: "Beseeching Almighty God, by whom 
Kings Reign, [we wish] to enable you to tread upon the necks of your [Charles's] 
Enemies. And that your Crown may flourish upon your Sacred Temples, your Heirs 
and lawful Successors, till time shall be no more." 64 The Rye House Plot in 1683 
had inflamed the loyalists, making them ever more belligerent toward the Whigs. 
On 23 February 1685, Yorkshire men gathered again at York to form another address 
to express remorse for Charles's death and to congratulate James for his ascension to 
the English throne. 65 Another 440 tradesmen and others from York addressed to 
congratulate James for his coronation.66 As the Popish Plot faded into oblivion, 
Yorkshire loyalist hatred toward the potential revolutionaries grew. 
Within the city itself, gentlemen, soldiers, and apprentices alike all offered 
loyal support independent of Yorkshire. When Reresby first entered York as governor 
on 26 June 1682, some gentlemen offered to ride with him while he entered the city. 
He accepted, and 
found myself mett upon the road by the high sheriff of the county 
[William Lowther of Swillington] and several other gentlemen, all the 
bourough men of Audborough, and the citizens of Yorke to the 
nomber of near 400. At Yorke ther was but company of foot, which 
64The London Gazette, 6 September to 10 September 1683. 
65 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 354. 
661bid., 360. 
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was drawn out of the town; and the canon of Clifford's Tower was 
discharged to recieve me. That night I treated a great part of the 
company at supper, haveing sent some venason and made preparation 
before in two houses.67 
In the regiment, the officers from five of Slingsby's foot companies met weekly in 
clubs and toasted Reresby and Slingsby respectively. 68 In the streets, on 29 May 
1683 (Charles ll's birthday/restoration day), "at night the common people had wine 
and aile at a bonfire which was made before the Mannour gate."69 Young men and 
apprentices petitioned Reresby to allow them to "exercise themselves in arms some 
days in every year (especially that of coronation): as used to be a liberty in York to 
show allegiance to the Crown as well as to get experience in defending it. 70 And 
before and after the birth of James ll's first son, the city "Sent some of the principal 
Members of their Body to congratulate his Majesty for so great and extrordinary a 
Blessing." 71 Loyal inhabitants in York had united from top to bottom, as had 
loyalists in the rest of the county. 
The popular rhetoric at the time identifies anti-whiggery as the most important 
incentive for unity. Anti-whiggery revolved around one event and one issue: 
67 lbid., 268. 
68 lbid., 282. 
69 lbid., 303. 
701bid., 359; The newly crowned James refused this as "he did not think it fitt to 
allowe of it least the exemple of it ther might be followed in other places, and soe 
the thing might become too general!"; Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 361. 
71John Oldmixon, The History of Addresses vol. 1 (London, 1709), 169. 
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Monmouth's Rebellion and, more distantly, forty-one come again. In 1685, George 
Butler claimed that Henry Sparlinge called him a "Monmouth teare-rogue" who 
raised men for the rebellion. Apparently Sparlinge also labeled John Thompson-
whose relationship to Sir Henry and Sir Edward is unknown--"a sonne of a whore, 
and a rogue, and so were the rest of the aldermen ungone to Hull for goeing thither, 
and that he could hange this deponent when he would." 72 In 1679, Sir Philip 
Constable, Roger and George Meynell, Peter Middleton, Francis Tunstall, Thomas 
Appleby, and James Thorneton went to York Castle as Popish recusants after refusing 
to take the required Oaths of Allegiance and Supremacy. Four years later, they 
addressed the king, mentioning that "Their fathers and some of themselves faithfully 
served the late King [Charles I] during the rebellion and were totally ruined." Thus, 
they felt a need to emphasize their loyalty to the Crown during what looked like a 
parallel age to the civil wars of the 1640s.73 After the Rye House Plot in 1683, 
loyalists openly decried their enemies in an attempt to assuage the perceived hopes 
of another puritanical revolution. 
The Tory party dawned in 1680 and began to crackdown on the York Whigs. 
Once the surge of whiggery resulting in the Petition Campaign had subsided, loyalists 
across England responded with what Mark Knights calls "spoiling tactics" which 
72James Raine, ed., Depositions from the Castle of York: Relating to the Offenses 
Committed in the Northern Counties in the Seventeenth Century (London: Surtees 
Society, 1861), 275 footnote. 
73 C.S.P.O., October 1683-April 1684, 181-2. 
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included the destruction of whiggish petitions. 74 York was no exception. At the 
assizes on 24 June 1680, the acquittal of Lady Tempest-a Catholic--infuriated the 
"anti-Court" party. Shortly thereafter, the Whigs offered a petition to the grand jury 
asking "in the name of the whole county" to call Parliament. Mr. Darcy, the grand 
juror, destroyed it before them. The next day, fifty Tory gentlemen approached 
Reresby and asked him to draw up an abhorrence, "the King being the only fittJudge 
when Parlaments ought to sit." He did so "and all the gentlemen subscribed it." 75 
On 16 August 1680, Secretary Jenkins told Bevil Skelton that "We are quiet at 
present. The grand juries of Devon, Kent, York, Durham, &c. have at the respective 
assizes renounced petitioning." 76 The spoiling tactics and abhorrences allowed the 
Crown to go deaf to the voices of the York Whigs in their cry for the summons of 
Parliament and its ensuing debate over Catholic succession. 
Along with the assize judges, the York Cathedral became very active 1n 
preventing the spread of whiggery. First and foremost, Archbishop Dolben sought 
to enforce conformity and to quell nonconformist preaching. When Secretary Jenkins 
discovered that in the districts of Richmond and Kendall neither service books nor 
declarations were read, he immediately contacted Dolben who presided over those 
diocese. "Such a notorious scandalous omission as this," the Secretary declared, 
74Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681 ," 306-9. 
75 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 198-9; Knights, "Politics and Opinion During the 
Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1681 ," 325. 
76C.S.P.D., January 1679-August 1680, 607. 
59 
Organization 
"wounds not only the archdeconry and the province but our poor Church itself." 77 
Furthermore, in 1686 Sunderland contacted Tobias Wickham, the Dean of York, and 
told him to "prepare what informations you can, especially as to that part of the 
disorders which were committed in the church and the liberty therof" and to notify 
the assize judges once they arrived. Wickham offered his services and complied. 78 
Loyalty to the Church of England was a testament to one's loyalty to the 
Crown. In August 1683, when John Wilkinson and Symon Scott (the undersheriff of 
Yorkshire) were arrested for sedition. Wilkinson declared his innocence before 
Reresby: "Having now professed himself of the Church of England and a loyal subject 
he [Wilkinson] must believe it to be a trick put upon him by his enimies." When 
Reresby wrote to Secretary Jenkins about the trial he claimed that "The first 
[Wilkinson] has a better reputation both as to his principles and conformity to the 
Church; the other has been and is esteemed a favorer of Fanatics as appears by his 
last return of jurors for this county."79 The Tories recognized the connection 
between later-Stuart nonconformity and the old puritanical preachings. They also 
recognized the threat of nonconformity to their Anglican hierarchy. And they sought 
to crush the new whiggish threat by attacking its ideological foundation of dissent. 
77 C.S.P.O., July-September 1683, 423. 
78C.S.P.D. January 1686-May 1687, 17. 
79C.S.P.O., July-September 1683, 263, 267, 319. 
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During the Quo Warranto crisis in York, national figures merged with active 
local loyalists to end the Whig menace. The whole point of the Quo Warrantos was 
to ensure a loyal Parliament during the next election. However, Charles only 
became directly involved in those of London (1683) and York (1684). London's 
significance is obvious, but the king's anger involved him in York's affairs--that city 
had disgraced his brother by its treatment of him in 1679.80 According to Reresby, 
Judge Jeffreys 
had used the citty of Yorke as scurvily as that of London [where he had 
usurped the powers of the mayor], in contributing underhand to the 
putting out of the five aldermen, when he had engagued at Yorke to 
keep them in and had assured them of it afterwards, and that too 
without allowing of them to be heard as to the crimes of which they 
stood accused.81 
Central intervention provided a display that assured the York loyalists that the Church 
and Crown stood behind them in their quest. Together, after the destruction of their 
common enemy, they would reign supreme. 
To some historians, however, the Tory party in York before 1688 seems to 
lack any sense of unity. Geiter claims that disputes led to Reresby's opposition of 
"Tory-backed interests such as Slingsby's." Therefore, she denies the existence of a 
Tory party in 1683.82 But, Reresby's interests were genuinely Tory. Charles's 
80Ronald Hutton, Charles II: King of England, Scotland, and Ireland (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1989), 433. 
81 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 380-1. 
82Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 179. 
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placeman sought to strengthen Church and Crown support within England's second 
city. Moreover, Slingsby and Reresby did in fact work together to destroy the 
whiggish menace, as seen in their attempts to fully implement a Quo Warranto-the 
only device capable of digging up the roots of the city's most powerful opposition. 
In this case, only their choice of policies differed. Slingsby sought to pack the York 
magistracy with undeniably loyal men, while Reresby sought to convert the most 
powerful Whigs to support the Crown. As a result, the two loyalists recognized each 
other as a threat and vied for the unofficial position as leader of the loyalists in York. 
But despite this rivalry between James's client and Charles's placeman, James II 
himself viewed both men as loyal supporters of the Crown. After Dolben had 
spoken to James in 1685, the archbishop spoke of "some gentlemen that were truly 
loyall in and about that citty, meaning Sir Thomas [Slingsby] and myself 
[Reresby]. "83 Even the garrison considered both gentlemen as loyals. Every week 
at their club meetings the soldiers would toast their governor and commander 
respectively.84 With a combined effort of central and local powers, and the 
politicization of the loyal York populace, came the dawn of a Tory party, united by 
loyalty to the Church, loyalty to the Crown, and hatred of the Whigs. At both ends 
of the hierarchy, Tories envisioned themselves as part of a united body with a 
coherent goal-destroy the Whigs and save the divine hierarchy. And as a result of 
83 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 365-6. 
841bid., 282. 
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Tory party organization, Whig power in York declined, reaching its nadir after the 
return of the corporate charter in 1685. 
Organized parties, as Jones argues, did exist-at least in York-between the 
Exclusion Crisis and the Glorious Revolution. Before 1679, the city's magistrates had 
exhibited a puritanical ideological bent; as of 1673 York became known for its 
oppositionist policies. These Nonconformists (who incorporated Leveller ideology 
into their puritanical beliefs) were not driven into organized party action until the 
issue of a potential Catholic king arose, as shown by the dissemination of 
Exclusionist propaganda and the magistrates dangerous insistence on ignoring the Act 
Vs. Tumultuous Petitioning. As a result, the Tory party formed to destroy the 
prospects of another revolution. Its only weakness lay in the Reresby/Slingsby 
rivalry, which was perhaps an offshoot of the discord between their most powerful 
patrons, Charles and James respectively. But despite this, they were united: the Quo 
Warranto mustered whole-hearted Tory support and the entire hierarchy felt a sense 
of union. When James ascended to the throne in 1685, the power of the Tory party 
reached its peak. With full regal authority at his command, James could have his 
revenge on a city that had insulted him, not once, but twice. But this revenge would 
be his downfall. Over the next few years, his policy would pave the road for the 
disintegration of Tory organization as, for many, loyalty to the Church would prove 
stronger than loyalty to the Crown. Unlike the 1640s, 1688 would not be another 
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Puritan revolution. Rather, it was an Anglican revolution, brought about by James 
himself. 
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Absolutism, Catholicism, and the Revolution 
The questions must now arise: to what extent was 1688 a popular movement, 
and how did Whigs and Tories participate? One historian, David H. Hosford, claims 
that the Glorious Revolution was, in fact, not a revolution at all based on partisan 
politics, and it was certainly not a movement against James. He argues: 
Fear of Catholicism also provided a convenient handle for rallying 
mass support behind the opponents of the king. However, the 
revolution did not in any significant sense represent a popular uprising 
against James. It was an upper class movement initiated and 
dominated by members of the nobility and scions of aristocratic 
houses. Considered from this angle, the revolution can be interpreted 
as yet another manifestation of the centuries old struggle between the 
baronage and the crown. 1 
If York's atmosphere was typical of the nation as a whole, Hosford is mistaken. The 
events of 1688 came about specifically to remove the popish lord from the English 
throne, and the revolution's supporters included all levels of society. The natural 
enemies of James-the Whigs-had lost power through York's Quo Warranto. After 
1685 they were in no position to single-handedly launch a revolt of any kind. 
Therefore, 1688 was a result of an ideological split within the Tory party. As already 
mentioned,2 two strains of thought existed within the Anglican world view: Church 
Tories emphasized duty to the Church of England, and the Crown Tories emphasized 
1David H. Hosford, Nottingham andthe Nobles in the North: Aspects of the Revolution 
of 1688 (Hamden: Archon, 1976), 120-1. 
2See Chapter One. 
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duty to the king. When James donned the mantle of sovereign power, he professed 
his desire to allow the continuance of the Church as it was by law established. Such 
assertions pacified any Church Tory concerns that James would lead an English 
counter-reformation, at least until the king exposed his willingness to engage in 
Catholic absolutism. In York, James's use of the garrison made many of the city's 
inhabitants view 1685-88 as a continuation of crisis rather than as a period of 
benevolent rule. Fears of a popish king led the Church Tories, who feared for the 
episcopacy, to ally with the surviving Whigs in revolt. To portray the revolution as 
such, I will show how the Whigs fell from power, how James failed to subdue the 
city, and how James's actions divided the Tories only to bring about his own purge. 
a. Quo Warranto and the Fall of the Whigs 
Between 1681 and 1685 no one in England could have predicted the arrival 
of William. The Exclusion Crisis elections across England warned the Crown of the 
dangers inherent in an increasingly active electorate. Because of this, both Charles 
and James recognized the necessity of controlling the municipalities in order to 
tighten their reins on Parliament. As a result, they turned to the drastic measure of 
Qua Warrantos3; after all, the Rye House Plot in 1683--that infamous (and perhaps 
3Hosford, Nottingham and the Nobles in the North, 45; J.H. Plumb, The Origins of 
Political Stability: England, 1675-1725 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1967), 35, 50. 
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fictitious) design to murder King Charles II and his brother-revealed the danger 
inherent in allowing the Whigs to survive. For the Whigs, the Rye House Plot and 
the ensuing Quo Warrantos signaled the beginning of their end and nearly sent their 
party to its death. 
J.R. Jones argues correctly that the Whigs lost their hold on power primarily 
because of their opposition to the crown. Few in England believed that such 
opposition could be constitutional, and such opposition reflected the principles of 
English Parliamentarians in 1641.4 The opposition of the Whigs came under 
consideration in York when it appeared that certain magistrates had a hand in aiding 
the plotters. Two of the individuals sought by hue and cry in the north included 
Richard Goodenough and Richard Nelthorpe, the latter a relative to the Thompsons. 
In the search, Reresby made it very clear that he took on a difficult task, his ranks 
running low and "the magistrates so little to be trusted."5 The affair cloaked Lord 
Mayor Edward Thompson in suspicion, forcing him to send a letter to the center 
asserting that "my relation to Nelthorpe could not lessen my duty in securing him, 
had it been in my power."6 But that would not save him. During the crisis, they 
arrested Sir Edward for "seditious words," despite his protest. In a hearing before the 
Privy Council, Sir Edward faced a series of charges. Allegedly (and more than likely 
4J.R. Jones, The First Whigs: The Politics of the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-83 (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1961), 109. 
5C.5.P.D., January-June 1683, 375. 
6C.5.P.D., October 1683-April 1684, 118-9. 
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true, considering his character), he told several of Slingsby's officers "that if they bore 
arms or took a commission under him [Slingsby], he [Thompson] would ruin them." 
Furthermore, he jailed an apparitor of the archbishop's court who endeavored to 
proclaim a fast, labelling him a "rogue, knave, villain and cheat and an abuser of the 
subject," and further professed that "the King had no authority to appoint a fast 
without the consent of his par I iament." Last, when physician George Neale of Leeds 
entered York, the lord mayor arrested him, burnt his papers certifying that he was 
"very well both in body and mind," and proclaimed him "disorderly," thereafter 
sending him back to Leeds. 7 Sir Edward denied the charges proclaiming that 
seditious words was "a thing that I abominate the very thought of," and the court 
released him for lack of evidence.8 As a more direct result of the Rye House Plot, 
officials arrested Stephen Thompson for aiding his relative.9 Otherwise, in his 
search for plotters, Reresby found "nobody that gives a just ground of suspicion," 
although he did arrest a nonconformist schoolmaster in his investigation of Andrew 
Taylor, Ralph Ward, and one Mr. Drake who had ceased attending episcopalian 
7lbid., 118-9. 
8A more full account of the hue and cry and Sir Edward's trial can be found in the 
following: C.S.P.D., January-June 1683, 375; C.S.P.D., July-September 1683, 4-5, 11-2, 28-9, 
111;C.S.P.D., October 1683-April 1684, 103, 118-9; C.S.P.D., May 1684-5 February 1685, 
116-7; Sir John Reresby, The Memoirs of Sir John Reresby: The Complete Text and a 
Selection from His Letters, ed. Mary K. Geiter and W.A. Speck (London: Offices of the Royal 
Historical Society, 1991), 321; James Raine, ed., Depositions from the Castle of York: 
Relating to the Offences Committed in the Northern Counties in the Seventeenth Century 
(London: Surtees Society, 1861 ), 257-8 and footnote. 
9Raine, Depositions from the Castle of York, 257-8 footnote. 
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services. 10 Three years later, in 1686, the archbishop excommunicated Ralph Ward 
for refusing the sacrament, and the courts jailed him for attending a conventicle. 11 
Such was the punishment for opposing the king, as Stephen Kaye reminded local 
Tories in 1686. He wrote: "Remember not O'Lord, our crying Sins, nor the 
Inequities of our Forefathers, whereby these Nations have been involved in Bloude 
and Ruine, and do still cry aloud against us for Vengeance." 12 In reaction to a 
perceived Whig radicalism that seemingly peaked with the Rye House Plot, the 
"witch hunt" generally known as the Tory Revanche had begun in York. 
Charles used the anti-Whig atmosphere to engage in a plan, not to pack 
Parliament, but rather to create a loyal municipal structure. He found his answer in 
the act of Qua Warranto. The York Whig magistrates had plenty to worry about. 
In April 1682, "the Judge at the assizes told the mayor and aldermen upon the bench 
that if a Qua Warranto were brought against them he could not see but that their 
charter was forfeited for their misgovernment and for suffering conventicles to be so 
openly held (without any control) by their contrivance."13 Later, in June, Reresby 
met with Lord Mayor John Wood to remind him of the governor's authority, 
10C.S.P.O., July-September 1683, 62. 
11 C.5.P.O., January 1686-May 1687, 105. 
12Stephen Kaye, Eisoptron Tau Christianismou, or a Discourse, Touching the Excellency 
and Usefulness of the Christian Religion, Both in Principles and Practices (York: John White, 
1686), "An Evening Prayer for Families." 
13Cited in W.A. Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries: Englishmen and the Revolution of 
1688 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), 39-40. 
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whereupon the Lord Mayor recognized his authority, saying "that the citty was much 
obliged to the King for giveing them a governor of their own country." However, 
Reresby believed "the truth is that York was at that time one of the most factious 
towns of the Kingdome, and began to fear (should the quo warranto succeed against 
the Charter of London [which had already begun in January] that their own was not 
a little in danger." 14 But after London lost its charter case in court by a unanimous 
vote, fears of a central attack on York's charter increased.15 With the courts behind 
the Crown, Secretary Jenkins wrote to Lord Mayor Sir Edward Thompson (7 July 
1683) on behalf of Charles, who "recommended it to you to live in a perfect good 
understanding with Sir John Reresby, especially in this conjunction. His service will 
thrive the better for it. "16 Shortly thereafter, Thompson requested to dine with 
Reresby in an effort to profess his loyalty, but showed the governor the king's 
command, thus reminding Reresby that their alliance was one of necessity. 17 But 
fear kept Sir Edward in line. When "Mountebanks, operators, stage players, and 
lottery men" (who were commissioned by the king) set up businesses in the city, the 
lord mayor received "daily complaints as well of their insolent behaviour as immoral 
lives to the debauching of the youth of this city and even to the arraigning of the 
14Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 268-9. 
15 1bid., 303. 
16C.S.P.D., July-September 1683, 68. 
17Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 307. 
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government publicly on the stage," and thus he prohibited their gatherings. 
Thompson then sent a letter to inform Jenkins "that I may not be thought to do 
anything in disobedience to his Majesty's recommendation. Especially now, when 
a plot has been so lately discovered, I think it may not be for the peace and safety 
of subjects to suffer people to be riotously gathered together to the hazard of the 
peace of the city." 18 As a result, Jenkins responded with his and other Privy 
Councilors' approval. "You need not doubt," he assured, "his Majesty will support 
you in doing your duty and may assure yourself that none shall be able to do you 
an ill office while you are using the proper means to preserve the peace of that great 
city."19 Fear of Charles's wrath proved capable of tempering the actions of even the 
most radical Whigs in York. 
But even fear of central power would not be enough to force the Whig 
magistrates to voluntarily surrender the city's charter. Therefore, Reresby viewed the 
Quo Warranto as a result of aldermanic disputes, as some "designed some change 
in the constitution of that body, the other party hoped to gett both men and things 
to be continued as they had been before."20 The king's actions had brought forth 
a moderate group of Whigs in 1682 led by Alderman William Ramsden who 
admitted that, at times, the city had gone too far. Therefore, rather than surrendering 
18C.S.P.D., October 1683-April 1684, 20. 
191bid., 32. Emphasis mine. 
20Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 349. 
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the charter to atone (something he made very clear that the city was not willing to 
do), he proposed an alternate plan with three parts. First, the government had to 
bar Sir Edward Thompson from becoming lord mayor, "to whom it came in cours for 
the next year ... , provided his Majesty would command it by letter." Second, the city 
should elect a new steward to take the place of the Duke of Buckingham. The 
position of lord high steward of York held considerable political power through the 
patronage system. 21 Last, the moderates thought the city could elect more 
appropriate M.P.s.22 As a result, York replaced Buckingham with the Duke of 
Richmond, but Sir Edward Thompson still became the city's lord mayor. The 
moderate Whigs had failed to tame the city and, thus, failed to prevent a Quo 
Warranto-the act that would remove them from power. 
Archbishop Dolben, Sir Thomas Slingsby, and Governor Reresby became 
Charles's agents responsible for gathering information in order to proceed with a Quo 
Warranto. Charles took a personal interest in revoking York's charter after the 
corporation had disgraced his brother in 1679.23 In November 1683, the king 
asked the governor if he had enough knowledge for a Quo Warranto case in York, 
21 G.C.F. Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," in P.M. Tillott, ed., Victoria 
County History: The City of York (Oxford: 1961 ), 182; holders of this title during our period 
included: the Duke of Buckingham (1668), the Duke of Richmond (1683), and the Earl of 
Danby (1688). 
22 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 283-4; Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 193. 
23Ronald Hutton, Charles II: King of England, Scotland, and Ireland (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1989), 433. 
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but Reresby did not. However, Slingsby sent an agent to the Center with ample 
evidence the following February, and the fateful proceedings began.24 On 29 May 
1684, the attorney general ordered a decision on the Quo Warranto proceedings for 
both Chester and York. In both cases, the final judgement was that '"tis ordered to 
be so, unless they appear within a week." 25 When the Court sent York the 
summons, the city returned it unanswered. In turn, the city forfeit its charter for lack 
of defense.26 
Once the courts had ruled, the battle over who the new charter would include 
began. Reresby sought to preserve his allies, Sir Edward Thompson and William 
Ramsden in particular. But his efforts failed against the powerful interests of the 
Slingsby party and local gentry. Moreover, those supporting the government 
included a number of interested county gentry. In this battle, the charter and its 
liberties became spoils sought by local and outside political interests groups. But 
until they had settled the final terms, the city continued with its government as usual, 
unopposed by the Crown.27 However, Charles made it very clear that their end had 
neared. He refused discharge from its arrear of £517, ls., and 1 d. "This matter," 
explained Sunderland, "has lain by till now, because his Majesty did not think fit to 
24Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 320-1, 330. 
25C.S.P.D., May 1684-5 February 1685, 38-9. 
26C.S.P.D., October 1683-April 1684, 391; C.S.P.D., May 1684-5 February 1685, 96. 
27Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 175, 193. 
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show that city any favour till their charter and government were in his own hands 
to be regulated in such a manner as his service should require."28 When issued on 
29 July 1685, after the death of Charles, the new charter would displace the mayor, 
ten aldermen, the deputy recorder, and thirteen councilors. To ensure loyalty, it 
contained a clause allowing the king to remove magistrates at will. 29 With the 
English municipalities subdued, the Crown had assured itself support in Parliament. 
Charles II could die knowing his bid for English absolutism was a success. 
b. The Garrison and a Continued "Atmosphere of Crisis" 
Jones described the Whigs after the Quo Warranto proceedings: "No longer 
a party in any real sense, they exerted negligible influence on political affairs."30 
He explained that "Once popular passions subsided, when fears of violence and civil 
war began to replace feelings of Popery and absolutism, the Whigs could no longer 
preserve an atmosphere of crisis." 31 But in York, an atmosphere of crisis did 
continue, thus Whig ideology did not die. As early as January 1679, Charles voiced 
28C.S.P.D., May 1684-5 February 1685, 237. 
29Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 200-1; Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 
175. 
30Jones, The First Whigs, 49. 
31 lbid., 211. 
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his concern about removing the garrison from his second city. 32 Of course, the 
rebellion at Bothwell Bridge in Scotland (1679) justified his action. Especially when 
some of those caught justified their rebellion with puritanical rhetoric similar to that 
possessed by the York Whigs. For example, one conspirator, James Gibson "wished 
he [Charles] had not set up episcopacy in Scotland, which with the sins of the 
kingdom was the caus of all the evils. "33 Such rhetoric could easily be infectious 
in the North. A military force seemed necessary to defend the area from 
insurrection. However, when James rose to power, he used the garrison for more 
than protection. He used it to enforce his will within the walls of a city that had 
insulted him in 1679; he used it on the York populace. The very presence of James's 
army reminded Yorkers of the potential for Catholic absolutism. Yet, James's greatest 
ally-his military-turned into his worst enemy. 
The Rye House Plot increased fears of local insurrection. But even just before 
the plot, Reresby wanted to keep the garrison in York so that it might "be able to 
prevent any sudden insurrection with in the town," thus reflecting the volatile nature 
of the populace. 34 After the plot, Reresby convinced Charles to add troops to his 
command from those arriving from Tangier.35 After Charles died the garrison 
32 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 167. 
33 C.S.P.D., July-September 1683, 83. 
34Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 290. 
35 lbid., 323. 
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become a more serious issue than ever b~fore. When news of the ill king arrived, 
many came to York in order to keep the peace, including the high sheriff of 
Yorkshire and many leading Yorkshire gentry; all concerned knew "that the safety of 
the county did most depend upon that of this citty," and they sincerely feared an 
uprising to stop James from claiming the throne.36 The day after Charles died (6 
February 1685), rumors circulated that Papists had murdered the king. Reresby took 
drastic measures, collecting all mail unopened and refusing to allow any to leave the 
city (with the exception of officers or gentlemen holding his written permission). 37 
By September 1686, the York garrison totaled ten companies, including 500 men and 
officers. Eighty guards patrolled the city daily, stationed in Minster Yard, the Manor, 
Micklegate Bar, Monk Bar, Boldome [Bootham] Bar, Walmgate, and Castlegate.38 
To ensure full power within the hands of Crown support, Reresby advised the Court 
"to deliver up the keys to the magistrates of walled towns in a county wher they had . 
once shown the trick of shutting their gates against their king" as Hull did to Charles 
I in the Civil War. 39 As was surely the case with other Tories, the threat of invasion 
did not occur to Reresby; his foremost concern proved the threat of insurrection.40 
36 lbid., 351. 
371bid., 351 footnote. 
381bid., 433-4. 
391bid., 447. 
40Mary K. Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," in Northern History 
xxv (1989), 184-5. 
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While no insurrection appeared in York, open violence against garrison 
soldiers did break out. The garrison in York had always been a problem. As early 
as November 1682 Reresby had noted that "the former animosities between the town 
and the guarison before my time, as well as a difference in principles, haveing made 
them strange the one towards another" had caused tensions.41 But after 1686, riots 
became a real problem for the governor.42 The most violent of these was in January 
1686 at York Minster. As the hearse carrying the body of Mary Wentworth43-the 
Countess of Strafford and the wife of the second Earl of Strafford--approached the 
cathedral "the rabble" (at least 500 apprentices) attacked, tearing off the carriage's 
escutcheon. When soldiers arrived to defend the procession, the mob turned the 
force of its assault toward them and chased the king's men into the Minster itself. 
Once inside, "the quire being hung with black cloth and escutions was plundered 
of them." Several members on both sides suffered injuries.44 One officer claimed 
that "never was men so notoriously abused by the mobbily, ... there is not a man in 
the company but that is wounded or bruised in a terrible manner ... Several of the 
mobbily cried out 'let's knock their brains out' and threw great stones and brickbats 
41 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 281. 
42 1bid., 185. 
43Geiter and Speck incorrectly name the corpse Henrietta Maria (Reresby, Reresby's 
Memoirs, 409 footnote). Raine, Depositions from the Castle at York, 278-9; C.S.P.D., 
January 1686-May 1687, 17, 19. 
44Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 409; Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 155-6. 
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at them. "45 Mary K. Geiter accurately argues that "The flashpoint was the 
appearance of the casket adorned with the Stafford [sic.] escutcheons escorted by the 
grenadiers. The mob appears to have had long memories of Black Tom Tyrant 
[referring to Sir Thomas Wentworth and his policies under Charles I] and arbitrary 
power, for they fell upon the bier and ripped the adornments from it." 46 Reresby 
related the significance of the event, reflecting that "a greater ryot hath not been 
known in that place."47 
This event marked a turning point in city politics. For the most part, the 
government had subdued the city's Whig magistracy. But, the issue of the garrison 
crossed party lines. Popular ire toward James turned into accosting his 
representatives, the garrison soldiers. Reflecting upon the situation in York, one 
soldier present at the riot believed that "undoubtedly it is the strangest rebellious 
place ever I quartered in my life ... the soldiers cannot go up and down but they are 
called redcoat rogue and blackguard dog ... tis perfect rebellion and they would do as 
much to his sacred Majesty. "48 After the riot, citizens sought to catch stray soldiers, 
probably to assault them, so that "they did their duty in some danger."49 An 
45Cited in Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 155-6. 
46Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 185. 
47Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 409. 
48Cited in Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 155-6. 
49Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 411. 
78 
Revolution 
embittered mob proved much harder to tame than politicians. 
Dealing with the rabble drove a wedge between the city's "loyal" magistrates 
and the Crown. On the day of the riot at York Minster, Captain George Butler 
approached Lord Mayor John Thompson requesting the authority to arrest the 
offenders at their homes. Thompson refused, not willing to relinquish this power. 
Instead, he took down the names of suspects in order to hold them for the next 
assizes. Of course, Butler complained that the lord mayor "refused to punish them 
[riot leaders] as he ought," while Thompson denied the accusations asserting that he 
sought to punish "as the law allowed in that case."50 Thompson then sent a letter 
to Sunderland conveying his reasoning, adding that "I hope it will appear how little 
cause there was to complain of the magistrates of this city, who have always 
respected the soldiers here."51 Sunderland replied with approval. But then a letter 
arrived for the lord mayor and other magistrates of York from the Lord President "to 
tell them that the King expected that they would have had more care of the 
government of the place as to civils, and more respect to his guarrison, then to have 
suffered such disorders to be committed, and that he expected that due punishment 
should be inflicted on the offenders, &c."52 Shortly thereafter, two aldermen wrote 
to the Court in hopes of persuading James to excuse the city. This act angered both 
501bid., 409. 
51 C.S.P.D., January 1686-May 1687, 19. 
52 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 410. 
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Reresby and Sunderland. Rather than going to the king, proper channels dictated 
that they should have gone to the governor first. Furthermore, Reresby convinced 
James to support Butler, for "if his Majesty should putt any disgrace upon him at their 
complaint it would seem to give a victory to the town, and prejudice his service."s3 
James responded to the situation by chastising the aldermen and strengthening the 
garrison.s4 Tensions grew as the question arose: who really controlled York? 
Time worsened the situation. In February 1687, Reresby doubled the guards 
for Shrove Tuesday-a popular holiday for "unusual! liberty"-but could not stop the 
ensuing bloodshed by sword.ss That day a few boys were playing by the manor, 
disturbing some of the soldiers. The "masters" then came out to strike one boy and 
to knock down another. Bringing a supply of friends and rocks, the boys retaliated, 
accidentally breaking a window in the new chapel. Soldiers arrived and arrested 
those boys who failed to escape. They also arrested fifteen citizen spectators and 
bound them to a wooden horse, "not carrying them at all to the Lord Maior (which 
ought to have been done, being citizens) to be punished according to lawe." One 
soldier, George Ord, struck a citizen before the lord mayor. The lieutenant colonel 
claimed to hear of "the rabble" intending to tear down the house and chapel, and 
thus acted more severely. Governor Reresby stood behind his men, even if they 
s31bid., 412. 
s41bid., 411. 
sslbid., 443. 
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acted outside the law, as "the citizens deserved it a little for their former offenses of 
this kind." These offenses included former rioting on Shrove Tuesday in Governor 
Frecheville's time, almost killing Dr. John Lake for stopping them from being noisy 
during service, trying to pull down Dr. Lake's house in Minster Yard, and rioting at 
the Lady Strafford's funeral. 56 
Townspeople considered the garrison to be out of control. One of Reresby's 
friends claimed that "We have had sad worke with the souldiers; they are soe 
insolent that they neither spare age nor sex, insomuch that a man cannot be safe in 
his own house, and if abroad after nine a clock he cannot without a fee avoid having 
the guard room for his lodging, with several! other insupportable injuries."57 An 
anonymous observer also noted "all the citizens in general are disturbed in an 
extrordinary manner that townsmen should be punished by marshal! law."58 When 
orders arrived to send all regiments except for Reresby's elsewhere, the governor 
believed that "the citty is not sorry to be quitt of their guests."59 But even with the 
disappearance of the majority of troops, the violence continued. Later in February, 
citizens wounded a third soldier of Huntingdon's and they complained that the 
troops engaged in stealing, robbery, and vandalism. In January 1688, Reresby heard 
561bid., 443, 447-8 and footnote. 
571bid., 489. 
58Cited in Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 156. 
59Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 443-4. 
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of "great disorders committed in York by the soldiers ther," but was bedridden and 
could do little.60 As W.A. Speck argues, not since Cromwell had provinces suffered 
soldiers enforcing the king's will. James's denouncement of absolutism became 
useless considering his actions,61 or, in the case of York, the actions of his agents. 
c. Catholicism and the Collapse of Tory Unity 
In March 1681, Anthony Ashley Cooper-the famed Earl of Shaftesbury and 
often recognized leader of the Whig party-approached King Charles II and proposed 
that the king name the Duke of Monmouth (Charles's bastard though Protestant son) 
as the heir to the throne. By this, the king could insure a Protestant succession, yet 
avoid the passage of an exclusion bill. Charles replied coldly: 
'Let there be no delusion, ... ! will not yield, nor will I be bullied. Men 
usually become more timid as they become older; it is the opposite 
with me, and for what may remain of my life I am determined that 
nothing will tarnish my reputation. I have law and reason and all 
right-thinking men on my side; I have the Church'-(here Charles 
pointed to the bishops)-'and nothing will ever separate us.'62 
By then, Charles had built all the necessary pillars for English absolutism: a standing 
601bid., 438-9, 444, 485. 
61 Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 155; W.A. Speck, "The Revolution of 1688 in the 
North of England," in Northern History XXV (1989), 196. 
62 David Ogg, England in the Reign of Charles II vol. 2 (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1963), 618-9. 
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army, sufficient income, a faithful following in the form of later-Stuart "cavaliers," and 
(most importantly) religious justification through an obedient Church of England. In 
fact, English absolutism depended upon loyalty to this union-the union of Church 
and State. And yet, when Charles professed his undying union with the bishops 
before Shaftesbury, James must not have been listening. A loyal Church proved the 
key to locking in English absolutist rule. Without the support of the bishops, a 
Catholic king could only offer ungodly quasi-French absolutism; he would be a 
tyrannical monster in the eyes of Englishmen. Once faced with this threat, Anglicans 
had to choose to whom they would submit (Church or State), for now they could not 
offer loyalty to both. James's inability to secure universal Tory support proves this. 
Therefore, for York perhaps what Jones says is true: "he [Charles] was the real 
founder of the Tory party. "63 
From the beginning of his reign, James received reminders from York that the 
city's inhabitants did not want his Catholic rule. The first came while Charles lay on 
his deathbed. When news reached York of Charles's apparent recovery, "ther was 
nothing but bonefires and signs of joye from one end of the town to the other." 
Indeed, "ther was scarce a house here without a bonefire."64 But James did not 
listen and proceeded with his plan. 
James's sympathy for Catholics became quickly apparent. At Court, James 
63Jones, The First Whigs, 60. 
64Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 350, 351 footnote. 
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increased Catholic power by appointing four Papists (who had resided in the Tower 
of London for the Popish Plot) to act as his Privy Councilors. In York, he followed 
the same policy. Already by 1678, a nunnery had been established in nearby 
Dolbank. It received £90 per annum from Sir Thomas Gascoigne, and priests 
travelled incognito with prepared answers in case of interrogation.65 But still, their 
activity remained minimal. However, once James assumed control this low profile 
changed, largely because of the establishment of the Bar Covenant School (a Catholic 
girls' boarding school). While actual Catholic numbers increased very little (about 
58 in 1674 to about 60 in 1687), their activity increased because of the school.66 
In January 1687, rumors circulated that James wanted to turn the Manor of York into 
a Catholic seminary. The next year, these rumors came true: the king built a chapel 
in the manor and gave Francis Lawson, a Jesuit, a thirty one year lease so he could 
turn it into a boys' school.67 To further antagonize the city, rumors spread that 
James intended to replace Reresby with a Papist governor. "At my comming to 
town," boasted Reresby, "the citizens were generally glad of my return, thos that 
were not my best friends not being desirous a papist should be made governor ther 
in my stead; and this they expressed by causeing the bels to be rung as well as by 
65 Raine, Depositions from the Castle of York, 232 footnote. 
66Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 205. 
67Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 442, 457 and footnote; Speck, "The Revolution of 1688 
in the North of England," 198. 
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their expressions and visits." 68 Furthermore, another rumor claimed that James had 
intentionally left vacant the archbishopric of York after Dolben's death in 1686 in 
order to fill it with a Catholic bishop once the time was right. 69 While Reresby did 
not believe the rumors, apparently York's populace did. As a result, James alienated 
the greatest part of the Tories. He failed to gain the full-fledged support of even his 
placemen. In March 1687, Reresby wrote that "every day produced soe great a 
change in officers, both military and civil, that would not comply with what the King 
desired of them, that ther was noe assurance of anything," thus showing James's 
inability to control either the garrison or the city. 70 He saw only one answer: 
change alliances and work with the Whigs. 71 In 1687 he issued his "Declaration 
of Indulgence" that allowed freedom of worship along with a suspension of the Test 
Acts and the Corporation Acts. At the assizes that year, Sheriff Thomas Rooksby, 
along with other gentlemen of the county, tried to gather support for an address 
to thank him Uames] for some words which he used in his late 
proclamation for liberty of concience, wherby he still promessed to 
mentain and protect the Church of England. This indeed had been 
done by several I dissenters, but by very few of the Church of England, 
they concieving the very indulgence a contradiction to that security. 
The appearance of the gentlemen at the assizes being little, and thos 
not inclined to comply with the high sherif, he attempted to gett an 
68Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 430. 
69Speck, "The Revolution of 1688 in the North of England," 198. 
70Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 447. 
71J.R. Jones, The Revolution of 1688 in England (New York: W.W. Norton and 
Company, Inc., 1972), 152. 
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address of the same effect from the grand jurys, but they, being 
composed of some papists and some Protestants who had different 
matters to thanke the King for, could not agree of framing an addresse, 
and one that was offered to them by the high sheriff was stolne away 
and never seen after. 72 
At the expense of the Tories, James had seemingly gained Whig support. 
As Parliamentary election contests in 1687 showed, this would not matter as 
long as the current magistrates reigned in York. For example, when Reresby 
approached the Lord Mayor Thomas Raines, making known his desire to stand for 
York, the mayor and his council opted instead for Stephen Thompson and Mr. 
Prickett (the deputy recorder). "The maior, as he has ever been my adversary," 
complained Reresby, "had done this purpasly to prevent my admission." Indeed, 
opposition to Reresby was strong.73 To assuage similar opposition across England, 
James restructured corporations with general promises of cooperation on the issues 
of the Penal Laws and the Test Acts. 74 In September 1 688, Reresby sought to oust 
the lord mayor, in order to replace him with Stephen Thompson-an act that would 
prevent Thompson from running for M.P. Also, he wanted to replace his "principal 
friends in the former election," Edward Thompson and William Ramsden. 75 To 
control York James had to revive old Whig political power-those who would work 
72 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 461-2. 
73 1bid., 507-8. 
74Jones, The Revolution of 1688 in England, 140. 
75 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 508. 
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with his governor. 
Because of poor responses to the "Three Questions," Reresby discovered that 
"my greatest opposers would be turned out without my helpe." 76 For example, 
Lord Mayor Thomas Raines responded that he would not offer support for or oppose 
the repeal of the Test Acts and Penal Laws without hearing Parliamentary debate first, 
would choose those he thought of as "good" men for Parliament, and would live 
peaceably with Catholics. Those who answered verbatim of the lord mayor included 
the following: George Prickett (Deputy Recorder); and aldermen John Wood, John 
Thompson, Henry Tireman, Joshua Earnshaw, Leonard Wilberfoss, Roger Shackleton, 
William Tomlinson, and Samuel Dawson. Those of the Common Council who 
opposed the king's interest included 54 of the 74 total, and those in the "twenty 
four" who opposed the king's interest totaled 11. 
Many magistrates simply sought the restoration of the old 1665 charter. 
George Prickett, the deputy recorder of York, told the Duke of Newcastle on 13 
October 1688 that they wanted its restoration "without any proviso for displacing 
those that hereafter shall bear office." 77 Reresby agreed, claiming that the 1685 
charter turned out five or six aldermen "who are thought better disposed to the 
Majesty's service and all the more beloved (being men of greater substance and parts) 
than those that succeeded them and who at this time deny obedience to the King's 
76Sir George Duckett, ed., Penal Laws and Test Act: Questions Touching their Repeal 
Propounded in 1687-8 by James II (London: 1882), 76-9. 
77C.S.P.D., January 7687-February 7689, 311. 
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mandamus. "78 James succumbed and issued a writ of restoration on 1 O November 
1688. This writ removed the mayor and five aldermen, including two of his personal 
appointees (Thomas Raines and Henry Tyreman) and replaced them with the 
surviving aldermen from 1685. It also elected two new sheriffs and issued changes 
in the Common Council. In the end, the writ ejected five aldermen, eight of the 
"twenty four," and ten common council ors. Furthermore, "Several I alterations and 
restrictions from popular elections to a Maior and twelve aldermen, which the King 
appointed as he pleased, was now made by the new charters for the better choosing 
such Parliament men as he liked." 79 With this, the Whigs were revived and 
regained control of the city. 
Some Tory ministers sought to quell the unrest in York by reminding the 
populace of their proper duty: obedience to the king. William Stainforth maintained 
that "the Generality of Mankind are not so ingenuous as to be wrought upon by 
rational arguments & wise discourses, nor to conform to the most prudent and useful 
Rules upon the bare proposals of Authority." Rather than listen to reason, which 
leads to obedience, most listen to "but what their impotent Passions and unruly 
appetites inspire them with." Indeed, he claimed that human nature was "turbulent 
78 1bid., 303. 
79 lbid., 300; Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 51 O; Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth 
Century," 175-6, 194; Jones, The Revolution of 1688 in England, 263. 
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and seditious."80 James Hickson continued this argument professing that "the 
Natural abherrancy of Anarchy Imprinted in the Hearts of all men, doth Implicitly 
Argue the Divinity of Magistracy."81 Meanwhile, other ministers worded their 
arguments in order to chastise the unruly populace for their actions, while at the 
same time protesting James's use of the garrison in the city. Stephen Kaye, for 
example, in 1686 wrote that "Christianity has been always hitherto, and shall be ever 
propagated by Arguments rather than Arms; by submission and sufferings, rather than 
force and Violence." Still, his emphasis lay in passive obedience.82 Many Tories 
acted accordingly. When Thomas Wickham, the Dean of York, answered the second 
of the Three Questions (whether or not he would vote for Parliament men supporting 
the abolition of the Penal Laws and Test Act), he replied, "I will give [support] for 
such persons who I verily believe are the likelyest to answer the ends of his Majesties 
writ for that purpose."83 When Danby asked Reresby to join his cause in 1688, 
Reresby declined, not for lack of sympathy for Danby's cause, but out of dislike for 
Danby's method-revolution.84 Individuals such as Reresby believed that their 
80William Stainforth, A Sermon Preached in the Cathedral Church of St. Peter in York 
on the 6th of February, 1685/6 (York: John White, 1686), 8. 
81James Hickson, A Sermon Preached July 26, 1682 in the Cathedral Church of St. Peter 
in York at the Assizes for the County (London: 1682), 10. 
82Stephen Kaye, Eisoptron Tou Christianismou, 10. 
83 Duckett, Penal Laws and Test Act, 72. 
84Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious Revolution," 186. 
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premier duty lay in obedience to a divine monarch. They became the Crown Tories. 
But most Anglicans in York emphasized loyalty to the Church. These became 
the Church Tories. In 1686 John Sharpe and George Tully were arrested for anti-
papist sermons, and the king ordered their suspensions. Sharpe escaped punishment 
through Archbishop Compton's refusal to obey; and Tully was suspended, only to be 
reinstated in 1689.85 In 1687, when James issued his Declaration of Indulgence, 
York Minster's precentor (Thomas Cumber) refused to send a resolution thanking the 
king out of opposition to his policy. In 1688, Cumber established a meeting to 
protest the declaration and became very active in York politics thereafter.86 When 
presented with the Three Questions, Cumber rep I ied evasively to the second question 
asserting that he would vote only for those who proved "truly loyall to his Majesty, 
and intirely faithful I to the interest of the Government in Church and State, as now 
by Law established." Minister William Stamford replied verbatim of his precentor.87 
Even some garrison soldiers would not stand for James's actions. Late in 1687 
soldiers Gascoine, Blunt, and Frank mutinied. After their arrest, "every one of them 
will have it in that their opinion is that the said soldiers should never beare armes 
in his Majesties service."88 And the populace at large made its opinion of James 
85 E.S. de Beer, ed., The Diary of John Evelyn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955), 516. 
86Forrester, "York in the Seventeenth Century," 205-6. 
87Duckett, Penal Laws and Test Act, 72-3. 
88Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 479-82, 480 footnote. 
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known as well. For example, after the Declaration of Indulgence, Anglicans rioted 
to prevent Nonconformists from enjoying their new liberty given to them.89 The 
Crown-Tory minister Stainforth decried these individuals--the old "Royalists"-
professing that they acted on self interest rather than on religious motivation.90 But 
for these Tories, religion proved their greatest motivation. 
In open support of the Church over James's policies, York citizens showed 
great support for the decision of the Seven Bishops' Trial. The last major disturbance 
in pre-revolutionary York occurred after the acquittal. When the magistrates did not 
suppress "bonfires made by the rabble," Captain Andrew Monro issued soldiers to 
extinguish the fires and ceremonies. He then had his men break the windows of 
those suspected in the ceremonies, "and in that zeale a great many innocent suffered 
with the guilty."91 James's representatives reflected the king's anger toward the 
festivities in York. In return, the revolution reflected York's anger toward its king. 
When William arrived at Torbay to claim the English throne, York would not 
be silent. The Earl of Danby-the often recognized leader of the Tory party, and a 
Church Tory--planned an insurrection in the North to aid invasion. At first, the plan 
"that on November 1st they will seize York" was postponed because of William's 
delay. But on 7 November, when news reached Danby that William had arrived, 
89Tim Harris, Politics Under the Later Stuarts: Party Conflict in a Divided Society, 7 600-
7 77 5 (New York: Longman, 1993), 128. 
90Stainforth, "A Sermon Preached ... on the 6th of February, 1685/6," 19-20. 
91 Reresby, Reresby's Memoirs, 502. 
91 
L 
Revolution 
the northern conquest began. Sir Henry Goodricke, one of Danby's agents, proposed 
a meeting in which the gentry and freeholders would draw up a declaration of 
loyalty. But instead of that declaration, a petition for a free parliament was issued. 
Reresby, already dismayed, offered to pen the petition in a loyal fashion, but was 
refused. The next day, the draft circulated for signatures, many of the hundred or so 
gentlemen who attended removed themselves in protest. Even Reresby, who signed 
for the gentlemen of Yorkshire, did not attend in order to detach himself from the 
event. As the third gentleman endorsed the document, Christopher Tancred ran (as 
planned) into the meeting house exclaiming, "the papists were risen and had fired 
at the militia troops." Immediately thereafter, Danby arrived with around 100 
mounted gentlemen declaring for "a free parliament and the Protestant religion and 
no Popery." Reresby watched confusedly, "not believing it possible that men of such 
quality and estates (however dissatisfied) would engage in a design so desperate, and 
so contrary to the laws of the land and the religion which they professed." The 
militia turned a deaf ear to its governor, and shortly thereafter, at the hands of Sir 
Henry Bellasis, Reresby found himself under house arrest.92 The next day, Thomas 
Lamplugh became Archbishop of York. At first he refused to take the Oath of 
Allegiance to William and Mary, but on 4 March 1689 succumbed. Indeed, it was 
he who aided the Bishop of London with the coronation (the Archbishop of 
92Speck, Reluctant Revolutionaries, 225-7; Geiter, "Sir John Reresby and the Glorious 
Revolution," 184-6. 
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Canterbury excusing himself), being one of the only five bishops there. 93 Danby 
had captured the loyalty of the city and its church, justifying his use of force by 
claiming to protect the Protestant religion from Catholic hands and England from 
arbitrary power94--two things that the York populace found very appealing. The 
ease with which the city fell shows not that James had lost royal support in York, but 
rather that he had cast it away. 
d. Conclusion 
After 1684, the Whigs did not present much of a threat to the Crown. The 
Qua Warranto had divided them and nearly destroyed them as a political party. 
Ironically, it was a king who dismantled the Whigs' organizational machine, and a 
king who rebuilt it. Thus, James allowed the Whigs to become a political force in 
William's reign. But during their nadir, had James contented himself to rule through 
the Anglican Tories, he would have been able to continue on the path of absolutism; 
the doctrine of passive obedience would have nearly assured this in his reign as it 
did in the latter part of his brother's. But his religious agenda proved not conducive 
to such a policy. He was indeed the vanguard of the counter-reformation in England. 
93 E.S. de Beer, ed., The Diary of John Evelyn vol. 4, 628 and footnote, 633. 
94Speck, "The Revolution of 1688 in the North of England," 192. 
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He aspired to bring into England a quasi-French form of church and government. 
Despite the various warnings he received from across the nation, he did not listen. 
In York, his policies were clear. Eventually, these policies divided the Tory party, 
those adhering to the Church of England being unable to profess loyalty to a quasi-
French king. This was his demise. The Whigs proved too weak to rebel (even after 
their revival in 1687), but his new rivals were not. Thus, the revolution in York, lead 
by the Church Tory Danby, succeeded. Ironically, this group prevailed in what their 
rivals had failed to do in 1679: dethrone a popish lord. 
94 
L 
Conclusion 
This thesis has shown that party politics did indeed exist for the city of York 
from 1679-88. It has explained party ideology as based on differing visions of 
society that naturally led to political conflict. This interpretation follows and extends 
research on early-Stuart England and the ensuing civil wars. In fact, the later-Stuart 
conflict seems to be a continuation of those animosities. After all, the Whigs were 
the heirs to puritanical and Leveller preachings, while the Anglicans followed their 
predecessors'-the Laudians--beliefs. In York, the Exclusion Crisis revived social 
tensions that would culminate in the "rage of party" under William and Anne. 
Like all local studies, this one is not intended to exist in a vacuum. It is an 
attempt to examine the specific and to generalize. Following in the vein of J.R. 
Jones's work, it has shown that party politics did in fact start at the local level. Of 
course, the politics of Westminster differed slightly from York politics as a result of 
its environment and concerns. But in York, party politics began in 1679. The then 
Nonconformists became the Whigs, politicizing around the issue of Exclusion. As 
a result, Anglicans united and became the Tory party. Jonathan Scott is right when 
he points out that fears of arbitrary government and popery permeated the minds of 
Englishmen. But what he does not recognize is the power of the icon: James 
embodied the quasi-French form of government, and many viewed him (correctly) 
as an agent of the counter-reformation. Because of this fault, Scott does not 
recognize the significance of the Whigs as iconoclasts-primarily they sought to 
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assuage the threat of a popish successor, and thus protect England from quasi-French 
absolutism. In York, Jones is vindicated. 
But if these contrasting views of society existed through the early-Stuart 
period, then why did parties not emerge before 1679? Some historians, such as Mark 
Goldie identify the dawn of the Tory party with the rise of Danby in 1675.1 
However, what he focuses on is not a Tory party, but rather an Anglican party. One 
of the prerequisites for a Tory party is the existence of a Whig party, simply because 
the Tories organized around hatred of the Whigs. The Whigs did not become a party 
until James threatened to become king. Following their puritanical tendencies, they 
sought to defend the realm from the Pope's agent. Therefore, the Tories could not 
exist as a party until after the Whigs politicized, until after the Exclusion Crisis of 
1679. 
Perhaps the most significant aspect of this thesis it its separation of Tory 
ideology into two spheres (Church and Crown) after 1685. Many historians prefer 
to define 1688 as a Tory revolution. But in so doing, they fail to explain loyalists 
supporting James, who were in fact Tories. This is unacceptable. By separating 
church and crown interests, I show how the Tory party divided and why. Also, after 
the revolution the Jacobite movement arose. Were all Tories Jacobites? Following 
this interpretation, the answer is no. The Jacobites were the heirs to the Crown-Tory 
1Mark Goldie, "Danby, the Bishops and the Whigs," in Tim Harris, Paul Seaward, 
and Mark Goldie, eds., The Politics of Religion in Restoration England (Cambridge: 
Basil Blackwell, 1990), Chapter 3. 
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ideology of a divine right monarch, while the rest of the Tory party (the majority) 
followed the lead of the Church. Finally, this interpretation further clarifies the 
ambiguity of the Revolution Settlement. Normally, after a war has been fought, the 
winner dictates the settlement to the loser. However, in 1688, both Whigs and 
Church Tories had won: James had been replaced with a Protestant king and queen. 
Naturally, the final outcome of the Revolution had to appeal to both sides. With the 
institutionalization of Parliament under William, the ambiguity of the Revolution 
Settlement established the foundation for bitter party battles until the Hanoverian 
succession. 
Finally, this thesis also helps to portray the transformation of society. Under 
the Early Stuarts, the Anglican vision of society best reflected reality. The hierarchy 
was firmly established with the king at the apex, followed by his nobility, and then 
by their lessers. However, by 1679 in York, the merchants had come to dominate 
the city. This class of individuals lacked the social status of gentlemen, but wielded 
at least equivalent power. This situation proves not only to be an English crisis, but 
also a European one. The focus of power was shifting from land and status to 
wealth. Europeans had to find a way to assimilate this new class effectively into their 
societies. 
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